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EXECUTIVE SUM

MARY

Background and plan purpose

Bicycling is a key component of vibrant, livable,
healthy communities, and an integral part of a
EOOxOI Ul wUUEOUxOUUEUDOOwWUa
first Countywide Bicycle Plan was published in 2001
by the Alameda County Congestion Management
Agency, one of the two predecessor agencies to the
Alameda County Transportation Commission
(Alameda CTC). It was updated in 2006, concurrent
with the development of the first Alameda

Countywide Pedestrian Plan, by the Alameda County
Transportation Improvement Authority , the other
Alameda CTC predecessor agency. From 2010 to
2017 as these two agencies merged to formAlameda
CTC| both plans were updated, this time in very close
coordination. Alameda CTC has updated this plan to
identify and prioritize bicycle projects, pro grams and
planning efforts of countywide significance. The plan
provides the background, direction and tools needed
to increase the number of cyclists and bicycling trips in
Alameda County while improving bicycling safety.

Key findings

The chapters on? $ BDUODOT w" OOEDUDOO

data, statistics, findings and other information about

the state ofbicycling in Alameda County. Below are
some of the key findings:

3 In 2000 (the latest year for which such data is

J 01 Geailable), REpionmatgly 98 @Ukike tipg were
made every week in Alameda County, or almost
85,000 trips daily. This represented 2% of all trips.
The bike mode share in Alameda County (2%) is
double that of the Bay Area (1%). The number of
bike commuters in Alameda County increased by
21% from 2000 to 20062008 (compared to an
increase of only 2% for all commuters).

The most common purposes for bike trips in
Alameda County are social/recreational (34%),
work (19%) and shopping (19%).

From 2001 to 2008, there was anannual average of
3 bicycle fatalities in Alameda County and 538
bicyclists injured seriously.

Over the past eight years, bicyclists have made up
2.6% of all traffic fatalities in Alameda County; this
is roughly consistent with the percentage of all
trips that are made by bike in the county (2%).
Since 20086, four cities haveupdated their bicycle or
bicycle/pedestrian plan; two cities adopted their
first plan, as did the County ( for the

unmcorporated areas). Only one city remains
U ? LU lan,

bicyc
£, LLB&%%ESWV EEHBED 1 Bost of thei

capital bicycle and pedestrian project needs to be

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN
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$520 million; of this, $219 million, or more than
KYUOwPEUwWI UOOwUT T wEdUOUaAZ

3 371 1 wN U U P &hBual mEimebddte 2xpenditur e
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities is $6.7 million.
The annual funding gap is much larger, $17.2
million; this likely indicates substantial deferred
maintenance due to insufficient funds.

3 The major obstacles to improving the bicycling
enviro nment that were most commonly cited by
local-agency staff were inadequate funding ,
shortage or absence of trained staffand
implementation conflicts with other public
agencies.

3 Four policy areas have emerged or advanced in
recent yearsthat will likely con tribute significantly
to improving the policy landscape for bicycling :
complete streets climate action, smart growth and
active transportation.

3 A number of policies and practices exist at all levels
of government that could be modified to better
integrate bicycling into the transportation system.

Plan vision and goals

The plan articulates a vision statement of what
bicycling in Alameda County could be like by 2040 ,
with the investments proposed in the plan :

Alameda County is a community that inspires
people of all ages and abilities to bicycle for
everyday transportation, recreation and health,
with an extensive network of safe, convenient
and interconnected facilities linked to transit
and other major destinations.

In addition, the plan establishes five goals to guide the
actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in

implementing the plan and a set of more than 40

specific, detailed and implementable strategies

EIl UPT O1 EwUOwE U U Em®gethd,ithe goal© E
and strategies generally define the roles and
responsibilities of Alameda CTC in implementing the
Bicycle Plan. The five goals are:

= Infrastructure and design

Create and maintain a safe, convenient, well-designed
and continuous countywide bicycle network, with finer-
grained connections around transit and other major
activity centers.

- Safety, education and enforcement

U] LUrQEoUeT b‘lcy@l@ wﬂEt@ @n‘«‘b@lhuenﬁr@@iﬁg,(lﬂﬁation

and enforcement, with the aim of reducing the number
of bicycle injuries and fatalities, even as the number of
people bicycling increases.

® Encouragement

Support programs that encourage people to bicycle for
everyday transportation and health, including as a way
to replace car trips, with the aim of raising the
percentage of trips made by bicycling.

Planning
Integrate bicycling needs into transportation planning
activities, and support local planning efforts to
encourage and increase bicycling.

° Funding and implementation

Maximize the capacity for implementation of bicycle
projects, programs and plans.

Countywide priorities

The Countywide Bicycle Plan establishes countywide

capital projects, programs and plans that are intended

OOwbOx Ol OIl OUwWUT 1 wxOEOzUwYDPUDOD
Ew?YDUDOOWAI UPOUO> wOi wEEReOUabPD
Table E.1) a set ofpriority prog rams to promote and

support bicycling (see Table E.2)and the creation and

updating of local bicycle master plans. Because

funding is limited, the plan also creates a more

which to focus capital fundin g, and proposes to

stagger the implementation of the programs.

The vision network consists of 62 miles of bikeways

5z thaf, preyigesspnnections between jurisdictions, access

to transit, access to central business districts, an inter

jurisdictional trail network and access to

PEOOOUOPUDI UwlOi WEOGOET UO? wpEOOO
concentrations of low-income populations and

inadequate access to transportation).Of the total

mileage, approximately 394 miles (52%) have been

built while 367 miles (48%) are still to be constructed.
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Table E.1 | Vision network mileage

Planning area Built Unbuilt Total

North 115 128 243
Central 61 69 130
South 115 49 164
East 103 121 225
Total 394 367 762

Table E.2 | Priority programs

Encouragement and promotion
1. Countywide bicycling promotion
2. Individualized travel marketing

3. Programs in community-based transportation plans

Safety, education and enforcement
4. Safe routes to schools

5. Bicycle safety education

6. Multi-modal traffic school

7. Countywide safety advertising campaign

Technical support and information sharing

8. Technical tools and assistance

9. Agency staff training and information sharing
10. Multi-agency project coordination

11. Collaborative research

Infrastructure support

12. Bike sharing

Costs and revenue

The estimated cost to implement the Countywide
Bicycle Plan is approximately $945 million (see Table
E.3). This includes the costs to construct and maintain
the bicycle network, to implement the bicycling
programs and also to develop and update the bicycle
master plans of local agencies. In the next 28 years,
Alameda County jurisdictions and agencies can expect
approximately $325 million in funding for bicycle
projects and programs included in this plan. The
difference between estimated costs and projected
revenue for projects in this plan| the funding gap| is

about $620 million. Put another way, the projected
revenue for countywide projects is only 34%of the
estimated costs. Changing any of the assumptions for
the estimates will change the figures somewhat but
will not change the fact that the cost greatly exceeds
projected revenue. To begin to address this funding
gap, Alameda CTC, through its planning and funding
processes, will need to prioritize projects and project
types so that the most critical needs are funded first.

Compared to the 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan vision
network which was 549 miles, this 2012 network is
40% larger, which is one of the main reasons that the
plan costs and funding gap are significantly higher.
This considerable growth in the size of the network is
mainly due to making bicycling access to transit a
higher priority, which resu lted in adding new
bikeways to access all major transit stops and stations
and also incorporating the full mileage of the three
major countywide trails . Other reasons why total plan
costs have increased include using a more detailed
methodology for calcul ating maintenance costs and a
large increase in the number of programs. At the same
time that the plan costs went up, revenue projections
also increased threefold, mainly due to new revenue
sources, such as the Vehicle Registration Fee, and
estimating revenue based on historical levels of
funding from a more complete set of sources.
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Table E.3 | Costs and revenue, 2012-2040
In millions; rounded to nearest $100,000

Costs* $943.3
Construction of capital projects $ 684.0
Maintenance of capital projects $ 1823
Programs implementation $ 716
Local master plans $ 54

Revenue $ 324.3

Funding gap (costs minus revenue) $ 619.0

* Include some shared costs with the Countywide
Pedestrian Plan (see “Costs and Revenue” chapter).

Next steps

The x OE @NeXSteps? wET Ex Ul U @ fribrityE U D
implementation actions that Alameda CTC will

UOGET UUEOI whbOwUIT I wi pUUOwI®Y
2017). Theseactions will begin to make the plan a

reality in the near term and set the stagefor

DOx Ol Ol OUPOT wUT {anddodd=térm Uw O
efforts. The actions, which are listed in Table E.4, fall

into three categories: funding, technical tools and
assistance and countywide initiatives.

Table E.4 | Implementation actions

Funding

1. Implement the Countywide Bicycle Plan by
continuing to dedicate funding and staff time to the
plan priorities, and integrating the priorities into the
agency’s activities

Fund and provide technical assistance for the
development and updating of local bicycle master
plans

Coordinate transportation funding with land use
decisions that support and enhance bicycling

Pursue additional dedicated funding for bikeway
maintenance

Technical tools and assistance

Develop resources to support local jurisdictions in
adopting and implementing Complete Streets
policies

5.

Offer regular trainings and information-sharing
forums for local-agency staff on best practices in
bicycle infrastructure and programs

.. J2
El Uuwfy

7. Develop a local best practices resource and other
tools that encourage jurisdictions to use bicycle-
friendly design standards

Offer technical assistance to local jurisdictions on
complex bicycle design projects

Develop tools and provide technical assistance to
help local jurisdictions overcome CEQA-related
obstacles

Countywide initiatives

10. Develop and implement a strategy to address how
to improve and grow (as feasible) four near-term
priority countywide programs: Safe Routes to
Schools program, Countywide bicycle safety
education program, Countywide bicycle safety
advertising campaign and Countywide bicycling
promotion program

11. Develop and adopt an internal Complete Streets

policy

. Determine options for modifying the countywide
vel demand model to make it more sensitive to
bicycling and implement the best feasible option

w a13I BeltJerLllrJ]éJolpt%r% l‘o# rél\J/iéin% {‘:F]e(J&n%eusjt%r? !
Management Program to enhance bicycle safety and
access, and implement the best feasible option

Twaopl Yh

4Q Work with the County Public Health Department to

consider bicycle data and needs in the development
and implementation of health and transportation
programs

oY

15. Monitor, evaluate and report on progress annually
on implementation of the Countywide Bicycle Plan

16. Conduct research to inform future plan updates and
countywide bicycle planning

Performance measures

Lastly, the Bicycle Plan establishes eight performance
measures to be used to monitor progress toward
attaining the plan goals:

1. Miles of local and countywide bicycle network
built

Percentage of all trips and commute trips made by
bicycling

Number of bicycle injuries and fatalities

Number of bicyclists in countywide bicycle counts
Number of local jurisdictions with up -to-date
bicycle master plans

Dedicated countywide funds (amount or
percentage) for bicycle projects and programs
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Number of schools with Safe Routes to Schools
(SR2S) programs

Number of community members participating in
countywide promotional and/or educational
programs

Plan organization

The Countywide Bicycle Plan consists of seven
chapters:

Chapter 1: Introduction

Describes the plan purpose, explains the relationship
of the plan to the Countywide Pedestrian Plan and the
Countywide Transportation Plan, and describes in
more detail each of the plan chapters.

Chapter 2: Existing conditions

Describes the current state of bicycling in Alameda
County, with data and statistics on the number of
bicyclists and bicycle trips. It also includes sections on
bicycle safety; local planning efforts, support
programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation
of the 2006 plan.

Chapter 3: Evaluation of plans, policies and
practices

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices at all
levels of government that affect bicycling (and

walking) in Al ameda County and evaluates how they
promote or hinder nonmotorized transportation, with

a focus on the role of Alameda CTCOWE Uw 0T T wx (
implementing agency. It also discusses practical
challenges encountered by agencies in implementing

their plans, policies and projects, and suggests ways to
overcome those challenges.

Chapter 4: Vision and goals

Establishes a desired vision of bicycling in Alameda
County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad
statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be
realized; and under each goal, more specific and
detailed strategiesfor attaining that goal.

Chapter 5: Countywide priorities

Establishes the bicycle capital projects, programs and

x OEOUWOI 1 El EwUOwWDPOXxO1 01 60w
chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in

each category that will be eligible for funding and

establishes generalpriorities among them. The capital

x UONT EUUWOEOT wUx wEW?2YDUDPOO? w
bicycle facilities focused on the following areas: cross-

county corridors, access to transit, access to central

business districts, inter-jurisdictional trails and access

to communities of concern.

Chapter 6: Costs and revenue

Estimates the cost to deliver the bicycle projects,

programs and plans of countywide significance, and

the revenue expected to be available in Alameda
"OUOUawl OUWUOT T Ul wl | Ry UwUIT U
horizon.

Chapter 7: Next steps

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda

"3" whDOOWUOEI UUEOI wbOwUT T wi
OPi 1l wpl Yt + 1 YRAAWOOWET 1 DOwWw0O
the near term and to set the stage for implementing the

x O E Oz U wG@ndEobgxédm efforts. The chapter

also outlines the eight performance measures that will

be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals

of the Countywide Bicycle Plan.

Plan development and adoption

The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan was developed

by Alameda CTC in collaboration with several
EEYPUOUaAwl UOUxUOWPOEOUEDOT w
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and an ad

hoc technical committee convened for this project, the

b E BigyCleand Pedestrian Plans Working Group. The

plan was also reviewed and commented on by
OEOI EEw" 3" zUw OEOI EEw" OUOUa
Committee (ACTAC) and the Paratransit Advisory
and Planning Committee (PAPCO). Alameda CTC
gathered public input primarily by bringing the
proposed countywide priorities to local Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committees in all parts of the
county for input, and keeping interested people
informed about the planning process.

This plan update was developed concurrently with the
Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan update .

Alameda CTC adopted both plans, incorporating them
by reference into the Countywide Transportation Plan,

| fnd WilbEedhen apeguirs B'@isnaag aprdunding

bicycle and pedestrian projects throughout the county.
The plan will continue to be periodically updated,
every four to fi ve years.






1 | INTRODUCTION

Why a Countywide Bicycle Plan? Countywide Bicycle Plan concentrates on identifying
and prioritizing bicycle projects, programs and
Bicycling is a key component of vibrant, livable, planning efforts of countywide significance, and
healthy communities, and an integral part of a integrating them into other countywide and regional
complete transportation system. Bicycling contributes plans.
to creating healthy communities by reducing the
number of vehicles on the road| thereby improving Alameda County is well-suited to bicycling as
air quality | and improving public health, by reducing it has long dry summers and is relatively flat
the rate of obesity, which is linked to heart disease and in most of its urbanized areas. Most
diabetes. In combination with transit, most communities are expanding their bicycle
destinations are accessible by bicycle, reducing the facilities, and the number of people who
need for many car trips and increasing mobility for bicycle is increasing rapidly.

those without a car.

Alameda County is well -suited to bicycling as it has Plan development process

long dry summers and is rel atively flat in most of its
urbanized areas. Most communities are expanding
their bicycle facilities, and the number of people who
bicycleis increasing rapidly. At the same time, many
streets around the county are unaccommodating to
bicycling, and support facilities, such as secue bicycle
parking, are lacking.

The Alameda County Congestion Management

Agency (ACCMA), one of the Alameda County
SUEOUxOQUUEUDOOW" OO6O6PUUDPOOZ Uw
predecessor agencies, published the first Alameda
Countywide Bicycle Plan in 2001. The plan was

updated in 2006, concurrent with the development of

the first Alameda Countywide Pedestrian Plan by the

Almost all Alameda County jurisdictions have local Alameda County Transportation Improvement

bicycle master plans, which are essential documents Authority (ACTIA), the other predecessor agency to

for identifying improvements to the bicycling Alameda CTC. Between spring 2010 and fall 2013

environment that are needed at specific locations and during which time ACCMA and ACTIA merged to

for integrating the concept of bik eability into other form Alameda CTC|[ both plans were updated,

local planning documents. By contrast, the facilitating close coordi nation between the two
updates.

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN | 1
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37T wOl Ul POT wOi w """, zUwWEOEW The publiz Wasialso engaged in the plan process
transportation planning, coordination, technical through presentations at local bicycle and pedestrian
assistance and funding functions is a key development advisory committees in all parts of the county, and
since the original Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan through a web page with plan status information , the
was published and updated. The resulting agency, draft plan documents and opportunities to provide
Alameda CTC, is therefore extremely well placed to comments.

promote bicycling and to assist local agencies, which

are responsible for implementing most capital bicycle The Alameda CTC Board reviewed and adopted the
projects, to do the same. Countywide Bicycle Plan in October 2012

incorporating it by reference into the Countywide
Transportation Plan.

Plan purpose

The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan provides the
background, direction and tools needed to increase
bicycling throughout Alameda County, while
improving its safety. This plan is intended to elevate
the understanding and recognition of bicycling in
Alameda County, and to guide the planning and
allocation of discretionary countywide bicycle funds
anticipat ed through 2040. It seeks to do theseby:

In content and organization, this plan is quite different
from the 2006 Countywide Bicy cle Plan. The major
changes that were made to the 2006 plan include:

3 Describing the existing bicycle environment;
3 Leveraging local, county, regional, state and
federal level efforts that place increasing emphasis

3 Updated data to reflect current conditions; on bicycling, as a healthy, climate-friendly and
3 Revised countywide priority capital projects, legitimate transporta tion mode, in the design of
including further definition of bicycling access to transportation and land use projects and programs;
transit; 3 Crafting a vision with specific goals to further
3 Stronger coordination with the Count ywide bicycle improvements throughout the county;
Pedestrian Plan; 3 Identifying and prioritizing projects and programs
3 Increased focus on the implementing agency+ the of countywide significance;
recently merged Alameda CTC ¢ and the role it can 3 Estimating the cost of and revenue available to
play in improving bicycling in the county; deliver these efforts; and
3 Integration of new policy areas, such as complete 3 Laying out a course of action to fund and
streets and climate protection policies; and implement these countywide priorities over the
3 Significant revision of plan layout and chapters. ne:;t 4t 5years,or until the pPOEOZ UwOIl BUWEOUDE
update.

The primary groups that guided the development of
0i PUwxOEOwPI Ul w OEOI EEw" 3" ¢ UNGOERRAQL we REMEUideE OF
Pedestrian Advisory Committee and an ad hoc .

technical committee convened for this project, the Pedestrian Plan
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans Working Group. Specific
chapters and the full draft plan were also reviewed
and commented on by Alameda CTCz Uw OE Ol EHuw
County Technical Advisory Committee and the
Paratransit Advisory and Planning Committee .

The Countywide Bicycle Plan is a companion to the
Countywide Pedestrian Plan in identifying and
prioritizing nonmotorized projects, programs and
planning efforts of countywide significance and more
generally in promoting nonmotorized transportation
in Alameda County. The two plans were updated at
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the same time and efforts were made to coordinate
their development as much as possible. Areas where
development of the two plans was coordinated closely
include:

3 Collection of data on existing cond itions (data was
collected simultaneously from the same sources,
when applicable)

3 Document organization (the plans contain parallel
chapters, which were written at the same time, and
have identical language and information where
applicable)

J Evaluation of current policies and practices in
nonmotorized transportation

3 Development of parallel vision, goals and
strategiesas applicable

J Categories of projects and areas considered to be of
2EOUOUaPPEI wUDPT ODPI PEEOEI »

3 Mapping (maps for the two plans were developed
by the same subconsultant and reviewed
concurrently)

3 Estimation of costs (primarily for multi -use trails)
and projected revenue for implementation

J Presentation of cost and revenue figures (n
addition to stand -alone figures, the totals are
shown for both plans, to allow a full picture of
nonmotorized transportation costs and funding
gaps)

J Project management (there was a single project
manager for the two plans and the plans were
developed by the same team of consultants)

3 Document appearance (the two plans have the
same general graphic look)

How to use this plan

The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan was written

for practitioners, policy -makers, community members,
advocates, community-based organizations, potential
funders and others who have a stake in improving
bicycling in Alameda County. Following this

introduction are five chapters that provide the detailed
DO OUOEUDPOOWUT ECwi GUOUwUT |
EOEOCaUPUBwW! | OOPWEUT WEUDI | w
remaining chapters:

- Existing conditions

Sets the context for the rest of the plan by describing
the current state of bicycling in Alameda County, and
highlighting the trends and changes since the 2006

plan was adopted. This chapter tackles four questions
that are central to understanding and plann ing for the
needs of bicyclists in the county:

3 Who is bicycling in Alameda County? (examines
bicycling rates by key demographic characteristics)

3 How many people are bicycling? (looks at the
number of bike trips and commuters in the county)

3 Why are people bicycling? (explores the purposes
of trips made by bike)

3 Where are people bicycling? (analyzes numbers
and rates of bicycling trips in specific areas of the
county)

The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan was
written for practitioners, policy-makers,
community members, advocates, community-
based organizations, potential funders and
others who have a stake in improving
bicycling in Alameda County.

In addition, the chapter includes sections on bicycle
safety; local bicycle planning efforts, support
programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation
of the 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan. This chapter
provides detailed information which can serve as a
reference for public agency staff, advocates and others,
for example, for those who want to assemble
countywide or area-wide data on bicycling to support
a grant application, or for those who are unfamiliar
with bicycling conditions in portions of or throughout
Alameda County.

® Evaluation of plans, policies and practices

Summarizes the key plans, policies and practices & the

local, county, regional, state and federal levels that

affect bicycling (and walking) in Alameda County and
evaluates those plans, policies and practices with an

eye toward how they promote or hinder bicycling

(and walking), with a focus on the role of Alameda

"3" OWEUwWUT 1T wxOEOzUwbOxOI OI OU
is essentially identical in both the Bicycle and the

e BYBHUER W01 1| wx OEGz VWEEDEWEGE W
- ! !Tjhilzs LthDapﬁeLrJaE?sg é?sch;uust%sl, erlécL:Jtilca| cWaﬁe(%gEeso ZUw
encountered by agencies in implementing their plans,

policies and projects, and suggests ways to overcome

those challenges. Special attention is paid to relevant

policy areas that have emerged or advanced in

importance in the past five years. In addition to being
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used by Alameda CTC, this chapter can be used by
local elected officials, transportation and planning
commissioners, planning and engineering staff at
public agencies to identify obstacles to bicycling and
to learn about potential solutions to such barriers.

~ Vision and goals

Establishes a desired vision of bicycling in Alameda
County in the year 2040; a set of goals, or broad
statements of purpose meant to enable the vision to be
realized; and under each goal, more specific and
detailed strategiesfor attaining that goal. Together, the
goals and strategies generally define the roles and
responsibilities of Alameda CTC with regard to
bicycling and are meant to guide the actions and
decisions of the agency in implementing the plan and,
more generally, in supporting bicycling in the county.
This chapter will also be of interest to local elected
officials, transportation and planning commissioners
and staff at public agencies. It can be used to link the
findings of the previous two chapters to opportunities
that Alameda CTC has to influence the bicycling
environment in Alameda County.

° Countywide priorities

Establishes bicycle capital projects, programs and

xOEOUwWOI 1 El Ew0OOwWUI E E iseurigdds w

far exceed the resources to implement them, this
chapter also defines the kinds of improvements in
each category that will be eligible for countywide
discretionary funding, and establishes certain general
priorities among them. The main departure of this
plan from the 2001 and 2006 versions is in the
definition of the vision bicycle network. The vision
network formerly included a corridor -based
countywide bicycle network, rehabilitation of the
existing on-street bicycling system, and projects in
transit-priority zones. The vision network as defined
in this plan includes the following five categories of
projects and areasconsidered to be of countywide
significance:

Inter-jurisdictional network

Access to transit

Access to central business districts
Inter-jurisdictional trails

Access to “communities of concern” (those with
large concentrations of low-income populations
and inadequate access to transportation)

Vs W

This chapter will be of interest to local governments,
non-profit agencies and other advocates in
understanding the countywide bicycle funding
priorities.

+ Costs and revenue

Estimates the cost to deliver the bicycle projects,
programs and plans of countywide significance
described in the previous chapter and the revenue
expectedto be available in Alameda County for these
1T 1T OUU0UwWUT UO Uyeér aodidoh. Thes® E Oz Uwl W
estimates help determine the funding gap for
implementing the plan. The chapter has six main
sections: detailed estimated costs to, (i) construct the
bicycle vision network, (ii) maintain the network, (iii)
implement the bicycle programs and, (iv) develop and
update local bicycle master plans; (v) the revenue
expected for bicycle projects and programs over the
OPI 1T woOl wOT 1T wx OEOOQWEOEOwpYDAwW? O
activities needed to begin implementing the plan. This
chapter can be used by Alameda CTC to develop
prioritization criteria for the funding sources it
administers, so that the most critical needs are funded
first, and also to bring attention to the need for
additional sources of revenue to implement the plan.
Finally, it can be used as a roadmap of next steps

x O fo\irrds mekimpthe Pab & eality.E E U

2 Next steps

Describes the implementation actions that Alameda

"3" whbDOOWUOETI UUEOI whbOwUI I wi PUU
OPi T wopl Yht + 1 YA AwO O wdalitylinD Qw0 Owod
the near term and to set the stage for implementing the

x O E Oz U wGndEobgxédm efforts. The chapter

also outlines the eight performance measures that will

be used to monitor progress toward attaining the goals

of the Countywide Bicycle Pl an. This chapter may be

used as a roadmap ofactions for making the plan a

reality .
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Introduction 2010(when this chapter was researched)from
regional, state and federal sources. Thelocal

This chapter sets the context for the rest of the jurisdiction survey was administered to all 15

Countywide Bicycle Plan by describing the current jurisdictions (the County and the 14 cities). It asked

state of bicycling in Alameda County , and about many aspects of existing conditions for bicycling

highlighting changes since the Bicycle Plan was last (and walking ), including local plans and polic ies,

updated, in 2006 The chapter tackles four questions infrastructure, programs, public involvement, funding

that are central to understanding and planning for the availability and need, and challenges and

needs of cyclists in the county: opportunities. Not all questions were answered by

S N R every jurisdiction, and jurisdictions responded in
3 761 OWDPUWEDEAEODO!| wbekaming3E QI E/krying 0\l &f deyan.

bicycling rates by key demographic characteristics.
3 2" OpwOEQawx1 Ox Ol uoBkd at théE D E a| E Ohedniaip mon-local sources d statistics on bicycling

number of bike trips and commuters in the county. used for this plan were:
3 261 AwWEUI wx1 Ox @GkploEshHea EOP OT|y 2
purposes of trips made by bike. 3 The 2000 Census and 20082008 American
3 2611 U1 wEUI wxli Oa@lyzesthintbarE OHOT y $ommunity Survey (ACS), for statistics on the
and rates of bicycling trips in specific areas of the number of people who bike to work. The ACS is an
county, including transit and multi -use pathways. annual survey, also administered by the U.S. )
Census, that replaced the? OO Ol wl OUO? wOl w
In addition, the chapter includes sections on bicyclist census. This report uses ACS data for the combined
safety; local bicycle planning efforts, support years 2006 2008 instead of for 2008alone; the three-
programs and advocacy efforts; and implementation year data is somewhat less up-to-date than the one-
of the 2006plan. year data but is much more accurate because it
samples three times as many househdds. The
The chapter incorporates data from several sources: 2008 2008 ACS does not provide data for
the 2006 plan; information gathered through a 2010 unincorporated Alameda County or for
survey of local jurisdictions; interviews with local, jurisdictions with populations under 20,000; in
countywide and regional staff, transit agency staff and Alameda County, these include Albany, Emeryville

bicycle advocates; and statistics available as of late

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN | 5
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and Piedmont. Some ACS figures regarding
bicycling may not be statistically significant
because of the small sample sizes involving
cyclists. Data from the 2010 Census was not used,
since it was not available at the time this
information was collected.

The year 2000 BayArea Transportation Survey
(BATS2000) from the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), for data on bicycle trips made
for all purposes (2000 is the most recent year in
which BATS was conducted). It is important to
note that BATS significantly undercounts bicycling
trips because it does not include trips to or from
transit, some of which are made by bike.

Station profile studies from 1998 and 2008
conducted by the Bay Area Rapid Transit District
(BART) to determine, among other things, how
passengers access BART stations.

371 w"EOPI OUOPE W' PwidepEa w/ E
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), a
database of traffic collisions as reported to and
collected by local police departments and other law
enforcement agencies across the state.

What is “mode share”?

The term “mode share” is used frequently in this
chapter. The term, also known as “mode split,”
refers to the percentage of trips or people using
a particular form of transportation, such as
bicycling, driving, transit or walking. A bike mode
share (or bike share) of 10%, for example, means
that 1 out of 10 trips is made by bike, or that 1
out of every 10 people travel by bike.

Key findings

This chapter contains a wealth of data and other
information about the state of bicycling in Alameda
County. Below are some of the key findings from the
chapter:

Who is bicycling in Alameda County?

3 Women make only one third of all bicycling trips,
OUwNUUUWUOGET Uwl EOI wEUWOE(Q
mode share is less than half that of men (0.9%
against 2.1%).

3 The bicycling rate is highest among people aged
23t 29; exduding the 0-4 age group, the lowest rate
is among those 65 years of age and older.

People in the lowest income group have the highest
bike mode share (1.8%) whereas those with the
highest incomes bike the least.

How many people are bicycling?

3 In 2000 (thelatest year for which such data is
available), approximately 593,000 bike trips were
made every week in Alameda County, or almost
85,000 trips daily. This represented 2% of all trips.
If biking trips to or from transit are included, the
weekday number of bike trips in the county
increases by almost 77,000; this includes 57,000 to
AC Transit stops and 20,000 to BART stations.

The bike mode share in Alameda County (2%) is

double that of the Bay Area (1%).

U WO Tthe humBebdE Hike commuters increased by 21%
from 2000 to 2006 2008 (compared to an increag of
only 2% for all commuters)and the bike mode share
for commute trips rose from 1.2% to 1.5%.

3

Why are people bicycling?

3 Most bike trips in Alameda County are for
social/recreational purposes (34%),followed by
work (19%)and shopping (19%).

The bike mode share was highest for
social/recreational trips (3%) and lowest for
shopping (19%).

Significant physical barriers to bicycling in the
county include auto and rail infrastructure such as
highways, interchanges and railroads. Key gaps
include missing segments along multi -
jurisdictional paths and trails.

Where are people bicycling?

3 A full three quarters of all bicycle trips in the
county are in the North planning area, well over its
population share of 42%. Very few people are
bicycling in Central and South county; those areas
account for almost 50% of the population but only
hut U
The North planning area has the highest bicycling
mode share (3%), while the Central area has the
lowest (0.5%). Bekeley has by far the highest
a wE pevcéntagedic6minGteron bike BBR) w
3 The bike access share for BART stations in the
county increased by almost a third from 1998 to
2008 (from 3% to 4%). In 1998, only one station had

woOl wOT T wEOGUOUaAaZUWEDPOI wOUD>
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a bike access share higher of 5% or gre@r; in 2008,
five did: Ashby, Fruitvale, North Berkeley,
MacArthur and Lake Merritt.

The seven top stations with the highest share of
bike access trips in 2008 are in the North planning
area. The three stations with the lowest bike access
share include 12h Street, Fremont and Union City .
Almost 40% of all bike trips in the Bay Area are ten
minutes (2 mile s) or less. Three-quarters of all bike
trips are 20 minutes (4 miles) or less.

Bicyclist safety

3 From 2001 to 2008, there was anannual average of

3 bicycle fatalities in Alameda County and 538

bicyclists injured seriously or visibly .

Most of the collisions occur along an arc from

central Berkeley to downtown Oakland.

Over the past eight years, bicyclists have made up
2.6% of all traffic fatalities in Alameda County; this
PUwWUOUT T GawEOOUPUUI OUwkHU
share (2%).

The North planning area has a much lower share of

Uil 1 wgdbUOUazUwWEDPOI WwEOOODPUDPC

Central County has a much higher share,South
County a somewhat higher share and EastCounty
a somewhat lower share.

The North area has the fewest collisions per 100
bike commuters, while the South area has the most.
Children (17 years old and under) represented one-
quarter of bicyclists killed or injured; seniors
represented under 5%.

In 2004t 2008, more than 40% ofbicycle fatalities
and injuries from collisions occurred in the
afternoon and evening, a period covering only four
hours (4¢8 pm).

Support facilities

3 Four cities have bicycle parking ordinances:
Oakland, Hayward, Plea santon and Union City.
Almost all jurisdictions have installed at least some
bicycle racks or lockers.

BART provides racks at all its stations in the
county; lockers at all stations except 12" Street and
191 Street in Oakland and Downtown Berkeley;
and bike stations at Downtown Berkeley and
Fruitvale.

Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland have bike-route

signage programs.

Planning, programs and advocacy

3 Eight jurisdictions updated their bicycle or
bicycle/pedestrian plan since 2006, while Dublin
and Pleasantonadopted their first plan, as did the
County (for the unincorporated areas). Other than
Newark, which is in the process of developing a
combined bicycle/pedestrian plan, only one city |
Piedmont| remains without a bicycle plan.

In addition to jurisdictions, t he University of
California at Berkeley has a campus bicycle plan.
Almost every local jurisdiction administers one or
more bicycle support programs in the areas of
safety, law enforcement, education and
encouragement. Nine cities and the County
conduct safe routes to school activities, while six
cities have a traffic calming program with
dedicated funding.

One new bicycle advocacy group has been

established since 2006Walk Oakland, Bike
I wUbdkendOUOUaz UWEDPOTI wOOET w

3

BIKE ROUTE

COUNTY OF
ALAMEDA

Funding needs

3 Almost every local jurisdiction cites lack of funding
as a major barrier to making bicycle improvements.
Jurisdictions have reported approximately $145
million, combined, in funding needs.

Implementation of the 2006 plan

3 Seven jurisdictions reported implementing projects
on the countywide bicycle network: Albany,
Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Oakland,
Pleasanton and Union City.

Countywide support programs implemented since
2006 include the Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S)
Alameda County Partnership; bicycle safety classes
offered by the East Bay Bicycle Malition and
BikeAlameda; expanded Bike to Work Day
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p! 36# Awl Y O Rideurfod e Wi 1 w?
advertising campaign in support of BTWD.

J By far, the challenges most commonly encountered
by local jurisdictions in implementing the priorities
in the 2006 plan areinsufficient funding and staff
time, and right -of-way constraints.

Who is bicycling in Alameda County?

To answer this question, it helps to examine some key
demographic characteristics of bicyclists, namely
gender, age group and income level. The data show,
for example, that men ride bikes much more often
than women, and young adults more often than other
age groups.

By gender

Table 2.1 shows that h Alameda County (as in the U.S.
as a whole) far fewer women ride bikes than men.

Figure 2.1 | Bike mode share by age group
Source: BATS2000

Table 2.1 | Bike mode share by gender
Source: BATS2000

Share of Bike trips
Share of the  all biking  as % of all

population trips trips
Women 51% 33% 0.9%
Men 49% 67% 2.1%

3 Women make only one third of all bicycling trips,
or just under half as many as men. This split is
significantly different than the overall gender split
in Alameda County (51% women, 49% men).
3 6001 Oz UWEDPOI w?O00ET wUT EUIT 2 wpE
percentage of all trips) is less than half that of men
(0.9%versus 2.1%).

By age group

Bicycling rates vary greatly across age groups.Figure
2.1 below shows the bike mode share in Alameda
County for all age groups.

3.0%

2.4%

2.5%

2.0%

Alameda County: 2%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

0.0%

1.5%

1.4%

0.9%

0.5%

0.4%

0-4 5-17 18-22 23-29

30-39 40-49 50-59 60-64 65+

3 The bicycling rate is highest among people aged
23t 29 and among school children (ages % 17).
Excluding the 0t 4 age group, the rate islowest
among the oldest group, those 65 years of age and
older.

3 From young adulthood, people are biking less as
they age. The bicycling rate peaks among the 23t 29
age group and declines more or less steadily with
each successive age group.
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Bicycling and social equity For further reading

e “Life and Death from Unnatural Causes:
Low-income individuals are more likely to live in Health and Social Inequity in Alameda
neighborhoods where jobs, medical services, County” (Alameda County Health
grocery stores and other important everyday Department):http://www.acphd.org/media/5
destinations are scarcer. People in these 3628 /unnatcs2008.pdf
neighborhoods may be forceq to travel e “Active Living and Social Equity: Creating
elsewhere for goods and services, but they may Healthy Communities for All Residents”
not own cars, and their finances are more likely (International City/County Management
to be stretched by the cost of transportation. At Association):
the SIS WU the.se areas may face http://bookstore.icma.org/freedocs/Active%
disproportionate risks, real and perceived, from 20Living%20and%20Socials20Equity.pdf

traffic or crime; and low-income individuals may
lack the time and money for activities that

promote a healthy lifestyle, such as taking part By income level
in organized sports or joining a gym. Figure 2.2 below shows the bike mode share in
Alameda County by income group ( left axis, with dark
For low-income populations, bicycling may be a blue bars; on the right axis, with lig ht blue line and
lifeline, since it is a particularly healthy and points, are total trips made per person per day for all
affordable transportation option. (As mentioned modes). It shows that as income goes up, total trips
earlier, low-income individuals are slightly more made per person per day increase steadily, while the
reliant on biking for their trips.) For this reason, bike mode share exhibits a general downward trend.
such populations have an especially urgent need
for a dense network of safe bikeways, and other 3 Of all the income groups, people in the lowest
bicycling facilities and amenities; safe places to income group have the highest bike mode share
lock bicycles; and injury-prevention information @hud Wi AOwi OO00PT Ewbh @ WOBDUE
and access to helmets and locks. (1.5%). Those with the highest incomes bike the
least (1.1%).
As local governments try to design bikeable 3 In absolute terms, the percentage of people in the
communities, they will need to ensure that low- lowest-income group who bi ke (1.8%) is only
income populations (including non-English slightly higher than in the highest -income group
speakers)also have access to choices and (1.1%, or a difference of only 0.7%). In relative
opportunities for bicycling. The “Evaluation of terms, though, it is significant: a person in the
Plans, Policies and Practices” chapter provides lowest-income group is more than 60% more likely
additional information on bicycling and social to ride a bike than a person in the highestincome
equity, in relation to the Metropolitan group.

Transportation Commission’s communities of
concern and of community-based transportation
plans.
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Figure 2.2 | Bike mode share by income level

Source: BATS2000
Dark blue bars indicate bike mode share; light blue line and points indicate total trips per day

Bike mode share

2.0%
1.8%
1.6%
1.4%
1.2%
1.0%
0.8%
0.6%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%

Low (<$30K)

1.8%

4.0

Low-med ($30K-560K) High-med ($60K-100K) High ($100K+)

Total trips per day

How many people are bicycling?

to BATS2000, approximately 593,000 biking trips were
made every week in Alameda County in 2000, or

Bicycle trips
On average, Alameda County residents bicycle more
than residents of the Bay Area as a whole. According

Figure 2.3 | Mode share for all trips
Source: BATS2000

almost 85,000 trips every day. This represented 2% of
all trips (see Figure 2.3; seeAppendix B for more
detailed information, including by area of the county).

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

79%

Auto

82%

Walk

2% 1% 1% 2%

Transit Bicycle Other

B Alameda County ™ Bay Area

It should be noted that these figures significantly
undercount the number of bicycle trips. BATS does
not include bicycling (or walking) trips to or from

transit, since in those cases transit is considered the
primary form of travel. If bicycle trips to/fr om transit
are included, the weekday number of bike trips in
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Alameda County increases by almost 77,000, to a total

of 162,000trips per day. This data includes nearly

57,000 daily bike trips to AC Transit bus stops
PEEEOQUEDPOT wUOOwUI-Board@ETransiE & z U
Rider Survey) and approximately 20,000 to BART
stations (2008 Station Profile Study).

3 In Alameda County, as in the Bay Area as a whole,
bicycling represents a small share of all trips
(though growing, based on journey-to-work
information from the U.S. Census Bureau; see next
section).

3 The bike mode share in Alameda County (2%) is
double that of the Bay Area (1%).

Bicycle commuters to work

More recent U.S. Census data is available about
commute trips, allowing the opportunity to see trends
since 20®, albeit on a small percentage of all bike
trips. Work commute trips represent only a quarter to

a fifth of all trips, and of these few are made by bike.
According to the Census, approximately 1.5% of work
commuters in Alameda County biked to work in 2006 -
2008, an increase of .3% from those that biked to work
in 2000 (seeTable 2.2 and Figure 2.4; sed\ppendix C
for more detailed information):

Figure 2.4 | Journey-to-work mode share
Source: 2006-2008 ACS

Table 2.2 | Journey-to-work mode share
Sources: 2000 Census, 2006-2008 ACS

Wl YY! w. & Alameda Alameda Bay Area
County County ,
, 2006-'08
2000 2006-'08
Drive alone 66.4% 66.5% 67.8%
Carpool 13.8% 10.4% 10.4%
Transit 10.6% 11.2% 10.0%
Work at home 3.5% 5.0% 5.3%
Walk 3.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Bicycle 1.2% 1.5% 1.3%
Other 1.2% 1.8% 1.6%

3 The bike to work mode share increased from 1.2%
to 1.5% from 2000 to 20062008. While this is a
modest uptick in mode share, it represents a
significant increase of 21% in the number of bicycle
commuters, from 8,385 to 10,132. (By comparison,
the number of all commuters countyw ide increased
by just 2% during the same period.)

3 The bike mode share in Alameda County (1.5%) is
somewhat higher than for the Bay Area as a whole
(1.3%).

66.5%

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%
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Bicycle counts

Routine bicycle counts are useful in gauging
changes in the number of people bicycling over
time. Alameda CTC has conducted bicycle
counts every two years since 2002 at a dozen
intersections around the county.

In addition, UC Berkeley’s Safe Transportation
Research & Education Center (SafeTREC) and
Alameda CTC collaborated on pedestrian and
bicycle counts in 2008 and 2009 at 50 and 30
locations respectively. In 2010 and 2011,
Alameda CTC and MTC counted bicyclists at a
combined 63 locations throughout the county,
some of which have been counted in the past,
providing an opportunity to see longer-term
trends. Between 2002 and 2011, bicycle counts
increased by 75% at nine overlapping locations.

In the future, the annual count effort being done
at a larger number of locations will allow an even
more accurate assessment of countywide
trends in bicycling levels. Also, continuous 24-
hour automated counts are being conducted by
the East Bay Regional Park District along their
multi-use pathways, and along other trail
facilities by Alameda CTC.

Why are people bicycling?

This section provides information primarily on the
purpose of bike trips made by Alameda County
residents, on bicycling to transit and on physical
obstacles that prevent people from biking .

Trips by purpose

, 3" gdiafrom 2000 provides information on the
purpose of bike trips made by Alameda County

residents (see Appendix B for more detailed

information). The survey broke down all trips into

U OUTl wOT ECwUUEU0wOU wiEEHWED
and those that start and end somewhere else; for
example, a lunch-time errand from the office (called

? 0@Ome-EEUI E2 A3 w' 001 wEEUI EwU
broken down into trips to or from work, shopping,

social/recreation, or school (again, BATS does not
include bik ing trips to or from transit).

Figure 2.5 | Bike trips by purpose
Source: BATS2000

Social/
recreation
34%

3 The most common purpose of bike trips in
Alameda County, by a wide margin, was
social/recreational (34% see Figure 2.5. The least
common purpose was going to school (9%). Trips
to work, shopping trips and non -home-based trips
were all equally common (19%).

Home-based bike trips were more than four times
as common as nonthome-based trips (81% against
19%).

Another way to look at the same numbers is by
examining the percentage of people who rode bikes
for each trip purpose (see Figure 2.6 below).

3 The bike mode share was highest for
social/recreational trips (3%), not surprising given
the number of people who enjoy going on
recreational bike rides; it was lowest for shopp ing
trips (1%), perhaps because shopping by bike
requires panniers, or other means for carrying
items, which some people do not have on their

_ bikes.

AW GrhelhfdEnfo @ Rhate Was ladp@iimately the same

for work, school and non -home-based trips (2%).

UBDxUwbl Ul wi OUUT T Uuw
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Figure 2.6 | Bike mode share by trip purpose
Source: BATS2000
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Bicycling and transit

Transit allows bicyclists to travel beyond their typical
range, enabling them to make trips that might be
impractical by bike alone. The EastBay is fortunate to
have relatively extensive transit service, provided by a
OUOEI UwOi wel 1 OEPIT UOwOHkble? O x
2.3below. As recently as 15 years ago, bicycle parking
at transit stations and on-board bik e access was still a
rarity in the Bay Area. Today, however, every operator
in Alameda County accommodates bikes on board
their vehicles and just about every major transit

station in the county has dozens of bicycle racks and
lockers.

There have been seveal significant developments
related to bicycling and transit since 2006:

3 In 2009, AC Transit published a bicycle parking
study identifying its bus stops that have a high
latent demand for bicycle parking and including
guidelines for local jurisdictions on the design and
installation of secure and accessible parking at
those locations.

3 BART has installed a bike station (attended bicycle
parking service that provides additional services
and amenities for cyclists, including bike repair) at
the Fruitvale station. BART and the City of
Berkeley collaborated in expanding and moving
the bike station at the Downtown Berkeley BART
station above ground in 2010.

3 BART is piloting the use ofdesignated bike space
in some of their rail cars.

3 BART has also installed a sigrificant number of
new shared-use electronic lockers, or elockers|
which are rented on an hourly basis| in Alameda

U E (COW Ahe mawilogkers wihctae meant to
replace single-use lockers, have been installed at all
BART stations in Alameda County except
Down town Berkeley.

3 The City of Alameda installed electronic lockers at
the Harbor Bay Ferry terminal ; Berkeley installed e-
lockers at the Berkeley Amtrak stop; and Oakland
installed electronic lockers at the 12" Street and 1%
Street BART stations

At the same time, transit operators are struggling in
the face of funding shortfalls as a result of the ongoing

1 EOOOOPEWEOPOUUUOS W3T 1 wuUiipod

operators instituted service cuts and fare increases in
2009 and 2010. AC Transit raised fares 1825 cents in
2009 and in 2010 instituted two rounds of service cuts.
In 2009, BART reduced service at night and on
weekends, raised fares and began a parking charge at
eight more station lots in the East Bay. Cutbacks in
transit service are likely to result in fewer p eople
taking fewer rides. Given that many bike trips are
combined with transit, these cutbacks could also result
in fewer daily bike trips being made in Alameda
County.
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Table 2.3 | Bike access on transit

Daily
Stops or  ridership(system-
stations in  wide; FY 2009-
Operator Service area the county 10) Bicycle access on vehicles
Alameda-Contra Alameda County (with the 6,500 236,000 e Bike racks on buses (including
Costa Transit District exception of the Tri-Valley), (both racks that hold 3-bikes)
(AC Transit) Contra Costa County and San counties) e On Transbay buses, bikes may
Francisco be stored in the cargo bays
e Folding bikes allowed inside
at all times; other bikes, at the
driver's discretion
Altamont Commuter  Tri-Valley and Fremont to the 1 3,700 Each train has a bike car, with
Express (ACE) San Joaquin Valley and San Jose additional space provided on
regular coach cars
Amtrak/Capitol Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, 6 4,400 Bike racks on most coach cars;
Corridor Hayward, Fremont to bikes may also be stowed in the
Sacramento and San Jose undercarriage
Bay Area Rapid Berkeley, Oakland, San Leandro, 19 350,000 Bikes allowed on trains, with
Transit (BART) Hayward, Union City, Fremont, restrictions during peak hours
Castro Valley, and on some trains and at some
Dublin/Pleasanton to San stations
Francisco and Contra Costa and
San Mateo counties
Dumbarton Express Union City, Fremont and Newark 4 873 Bike racks on buses; bikes also
to San Mateo County permitted inside at the driver's
discretion
Emery Go Round Emeryville 25 n/a Bike racks on buses; bikes also
permitted inside at the driver's
discretion
Livermore Amador Dublin, Pleasanton and 500 4,500 Bike racks on buses; bikes also
Valley Transit Livermore permitted inside at the driver's
Authority (LAVTA; discretion
Wheels)
Union City Transit Union City 165 1,637 Bike racks on buses
Water Emergency Alameda (city)/Oakland to San 3 2,125 Bike racks on board

Transportation
Authority

Francisco and South San
Francisco; Harbor Bay to San
Francisco

Physical barriers and connectivity gaps automobile and rail infrastructure | highways,
WEDI 11 Ul OUwPEAawOOWOOOOWE 0wl freeways Udildaipandntactiendes réewaysareiad z U w
OOUI wxi OxO1l WEPEAEODOI y2 w2601 wideppigad obstacedor Wickrists (et ¢igating an
reasong including lack of facilities, concerns about impassable barrier stretching several miles or more,
traffic safety and long distanceq are at least partly with limited crossings that are most comm only built

related to the existence of physical barriers or primarily with - fast auto traffic in mind. M any freeway
connectivity gaps. interchanges do not include safe and convenient
bicycle facilities, and retrofitting them to be more
Below is a list of significant physical barriers in accessible is very costy.
Alameda County mentioned by local jurisdictions in

the 2010 questionnaire. The majority of them are
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North planning area

J Interstates 80, 580880and 980

J State Roues 24 and 13 San Pablo Avenue

J Railroad tracks in Alameda, Albany, Berkeley,
Emeryville and Oakland

3 Freeway and railroad crossings (Albany specified
the Gilman Street interchange)

J Bay Trail gaps throughout the planning area

Central planning area

J Interstates 580 and 880

J Railroad tracks

3 San Leandro specified the F880 interchanges at
Davis Street, Marina Boulevard and Washington
Avenue; and the Union Pacific Railroad Oakland
Subdivision underpasses on Washington Avenue
and San Leandro Boulevard

South planning area

J Interstates 880 and State Route 84
3 Union Pacific railroad tracks
J Various creeks and canals

East planning Area
3 Interstates 580 and 680

Connectivity gaps refer to missing bicycle connections
or segments along bicycle routes, such as multiuse
paths. Major connectivity gaps in Alameda County
cited by local jurisdictions include:

North planning area

3 San FrancisceOakland Bay Bridge
3 Lake Merritt channel (Oakland)
3 Oakland Estuary waterfront (Oakland)

South planning area

J Bay Trail gap between south Fremont Boulevard
and Dixon Landing Road (Fremont)
3 A number of trail segments along creeks and canals

East planning Area

3 Along the Iron Horse Trail crossing Santa Rita
Road, the intersection of Stanley Boulevard at
Valley and Bernal avenues (Pleasanton)

3 Arroyo Mocho Creek at Stoneridge Drive
(Pleasanton)

J Intersection of the Alamo Canal and Tassajara
Creek trails and [-580 (Dublin)

Bicycling and health

Decades of car-oriented development in the U.S.
have caused Americans to replace daily active
transportation, such as bicycling and walking,
with driving. In combination with busy lifestyles,
finding time to re-incorporate physical activity
back into daily life is a major challenge. As a
result, physical activity is at an all-time low.

According to California Active Communities, “In
California, physical inactivity is by a large margin
the most prevalent chronic disease risk factor
with more than 50% of adults reporting a
sedentary lifestyle, contributing to an estimated
30,000 deaths each year.” According to the
Alameda County Public Health Department,
over half the county’s population (52%) is
considered overweight or obese, while 22% of
children are clinically obese. The California
Center for Public Health Advocacy estimates
that the cost in health care and lost productivity
associated with overweight, obesity and physical
inactivity in Alameda County in 2006 was $2.2
billion.

Social awareness and the will to make active
transportation more attractive and accessible to
Americans is growing, especially in the Bay Area.
Bicycling, as an enjoyable form of physical
activity, promises multiple public health benefits.
Physical activity helps prevent or control chronic
diseases such as high blood pressure, heart
disease, stroke, diabetes and certain cancers;
helps maintain a healthy weight; and improves
mood, lowers stress level and reduces
depression. The study referenced at the end of
this text box found that states and cities with
higher rates of walking and cycling had a higher
percentage of adults who achieved
recommended levels of physical activity and a
lower percentage of obese or diabetic adults.

In spite of these benefits, many communities are
not conducive to bicycling. Often they have been
designed primarily with motorists in mind. An
important strategy for improving bikeability is to
provide a safe and interconnected network of
on-street bike lanes, bike boulevards, and off-
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street paths and trails that connect bicyclists to
jobs, schools, stores, transit and health- Alameda County planning areas
promoting destinations such as parks, recreation
centers and health clinics. Other measures to
improve bikeability include:

For planning purposes, the Alameda County
Transportation Commission divides the county
into four planning areas, as follows (in

e Abundant and well-designed bicycle parking parentheses is their approximate population in
at destinations. 2010):

e Convenient access to transit stations and
stops, as well as onto buses, trains and
ferries.

e Traffic calming in residential neighborhoods
and reductions in traffic speeds.

e Compact, mixed-use neighborhoods, to
reduce distances for cyclists.

e North County (600,000): Alameda (city),
Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland and
Piedmont

e Central County (350,000): Hayward and San
Leandro, and surrounding unincorporated
areas of the county

e South County (390,000): Fremont, Newark

For further reading: “Walking and Cycling to atud Linjery Clizy

Health: A Comparative Analysis of City, State, * East County (170,000): DUb“r_" Livermore
and International Data” (American Journal of an_d Pleasanton, and surrounding

Public Health): unincorporated areas
http://ajph.aphapublications.org/cgi/content/a
bstract/100/10/1986 By planning area

Figure 2.7 below shows the percerntage of bike trips

) ] that were made in each planning area. For comparison
Where are people bicycling? x UUxOUI UOwUi i wel EUOWEOUOWUT O6pU

UT EUT wOl wOT 1T wedbUOUazUwxOxUOEUD
This section looks at the number of bicyclists and bike
trips by specific areas of the county, including the

EOUOUazUwi OUUwxOEOODPOT wWEUI EUOwWPUUwhk uNUUPUEDEUDOOUWEOE w
its 20 BART stations.

Figure 2.7 | Share of county population and biking trips by planning area
Sources: 2000 Census, BATS2000
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3 Afull three quarters of all bicycle trips in the associated with higher bicycling rates and help
county are in the North planning area (75%), well explain some of the difference in the bicycling
over its population share of 42%. rates of the four county planning areas:

J The East planning area is the only other area with a
higil T UwUT EUT wOil wOT 1 wEOUOUa gz U e Interconnected bicycle facilities suchason-  jw

share of the population (13% versus 12%). street bike lanes, bike boulevards, and off-
3 Few people are bicycling in Central and South street paths and trails

EOUOUad w6l DPOI WEOOOUU Wk Yuudi e Safeparking racks at destination

population lives in these two areas, only 13% of all e A grid street system, short blocks and

Ol wOT 1T wE OU difsaakelplade hefea E O narrower streets, with lower-speed traffic

e Higher-density neighborhoods, especially
ones that integrate different activities
(homes, jobs, shops and parks, for example);
in these neighborhoods, distances between
destinations are shorter

Bicycling and the built environment

There are many factors that affect how often
and how much people bicycle, from their age
and health conditions to hills and the weather. In
addition, many aspects of the built environment
have a strong effect on people’s decision to
bike. The following characteristics are

Another way of looking at the data is what percentage
of people are biking in each planning area, as seen in
Figure 2.8 below.

Figure 2.8 | Bike mode share by planning area
Source: BATS2000

3.5% -
3.0%
3.0% -
2.5% -
Alameda County: 2% 2.0%
2.0%
1.5% -
1.0%
1.0%
0.5%
0.5% -
0.0% T T T 1
North Central South East
3 The North planning area has the highest bicycling comparabletothl WEOQUOUaz Ud w3l 1 wOOE
mode share (3%), while the Central area has the South planning area is approximately half the
lowest (0.5%). In absolute terms, this range is small EOUOUazUOwWPT POT wUT ECwbOwUIT 1
(2.5%); however, in relative terms, it is significant: less than a quarter.
the bike mode share in the North area is six times 3 The high rate of bicycling in the North planning
greater than in Central county. area can be attributed to several factors, including
3 The North planning area has a higher bicycling more compact communities, good access to transit
OOET wUT EUT wUT EOw OEODI EE w"|0U O bnd 7 lbrgeBStUderE populattdddt WQiBerkeley .
PT DOl wUI T w$EUUOwWwx OEOODPOT wE/UT EZ UwOOET wUT EUT wbUuw
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Additional analysis is needed to determine why the
rate of bicycling is so much lower in the Central
planning area than in the South and especially the
East. The three areas have similar weather and
topography. Moreover, there are several factors to
suggest that the biking rate should be higher in the
Central area: it is slightly less suburban than the
other two areas, for example, and has a lower
median household income.

Figure 2.9 | Commute-to-work bike mode share
Sources: 2000 Census and 2006-2008 ACS

By jurisdiction

The U.S. Census provides data on the mode share of
commute-to-work trips for each of the 15 local
jurisdictions in the county (14 cities and the County,
for the unincorporated areas). Figure 2.9 below shows
the bike mode share in each jurisdiction in 2000 (blue
bars) and in 2006 2008 @reen bars see Appendix E for
more detailed information).

Berkeley
Albany
Oakland
Pleasanton
Emeryville
Livermore
Alameda
Unincorporated
SanLeandro
Piedmont
Fremont
Dublin
Union City
Newark
Hayward

Alameda County

Bay Area

6.6%

0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 6.0% 7.0%

2006-2008 m 2000

* The 2006-2008 ACS does not provide data for unincorporated Alameda County, Emeryville, Albany or Piedmont. Figures

3

for these jurisdictions are from 2000.

OEOI EEw” OUBUaz UWEDO] WOOE
to-P OUOwWUUDxUwhUwUODT T U0 wl
whole (1.5% against 1.3%). While the county share
increased by 0.3 percentage points from 2000 to
20062008, seven of the 15 jurisdictions saw no
increase or a drop in the percentage of bike
commuters.

1 uU The Ndrthuglahning &be@ Bdd four of the five
P 1 1 jurisdic GoinsErCthe lcdtidtyuwiti the BighBstudike) w E
share: Berkeley, Albany, Oakland and Emeryville.

3 Berkeley has by far the highest percentage of
commuters on bike (6.6%), while Hayward and
Newark have the lowest (0.2%).

3 The biggest increase in the bike mode share
occurred in Berkeley (up by 18%, from 5.5% to
6.5%) and Pleasanton (up by 200%, from 0.5% to
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1.5%). Five jurisdictions saw declines, with the that passengers reach its stationdrom home. Figure
largest occurring in Newark ( -0.7%). Additional 2.10below shows the number of daily bicycle trips to
analysis is necessary to determine the reason for UUEUDPOOUwWDPOw OEOI EEw" OUOUa wE
the large changes in Pleasanton and Newark. latest study, conducted in 2008 (see Appendix G for
more detailed information; trip numbers have been
To BART stations rounded to the nearest 10) The information includes
BART periodically conducts station profile studies to both home-based trips (that is, starting from home)
obtain information on, among other things, the way and non-home-basedtrips.

Figure 2.10 | Daily bike trips to BART stations (and percent change from 1998-2008)

Source: BART’s 2008 Station Profile Study (and 1998 Study for percent change); includes both home-based and non-home-
based trips
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J The top seven stations with the most bike trips to Figure 2.11 belowlooks at the bike access data in a
BART are in the North planning area. different way . The bars show the bike access share of
3 The five stations with the fewest bike access trips all trips (home-based and non-home-based)to each
include three out of the five stations in the Central station.
planning area and both of the stations in the South
planning area.
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Figure 2.11 | Bike access share to BART stations
Sources: BART’s 1998 and 2008 Station Profile Study
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3 The bike access share for stations in Alameda
County increased by almost a third from 1998 to

2008 (3% to 4%).

J In 2008 the bikeaccess share for stations in

Alameda County was a third higher than for the

BART system as a whole (4% against 3%).

3 The seven top stations with the highest share of
bike access trips in 2008 are in the North planning
area. The three stations with the lowest bike access

bike access share were at the Fruitvale station (up
by five points), followed by the Ashby, North
Berkeley and West Oakland stations (four points).
3 Inrelative terms, the most dramatic increase in
bike access share was at the West Oaklad station,
where it quintupled, from 1% to 5%; the biggest
decrease was at the Hayward and Union City
stations, where it dropped by half (2% to 1%).

share include 12" Street/Oakland City Center and Duration of bicycle trips
the two stations in the South planning area

(Fremont and Union City).

Bicycle trips tend to be relatively short, in terms of
both time and distance (see Table 2.4 below)This data

3 In 1998, only one station (Ashby) had a bike access underscores the feasibility of bicycle trips for distances

share greater than 5%; in 2008, five did: Ashby,
Fruitvale, North Berk eley, MacArthur and Lake

Merritt.

J Between 1998 and 2008, the bike access share
increased in eleven of the nineteen stations,
remained constant in five and decreased in three
(Dublin/Pleasanton, Hayward and Union City). In
terms of percentage points, the greatest increases in

of under 5-10 miles, and the potential of bicycling to
replace short car trips.
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Table 2.4 | Duration of bicycle trips
Source: BATS2000

Approximate Percent
Minutes distance of trips
oto10 Up to 2 miles 40%
10.1to 20 2 to 4 miles 35%
More than 20 More than 4 miles 25%

3 Almost 40% of all bike trips in the Bay Area are ten
minutes or less; assuming an averagebiking speed
of 12 miles per hour, this translates to two milesor
less.

3 Three-quarters of all bike trips are 20 minutes (4
miles) or less and one-quarter are over 20 minutes.

Major multi-use paths

Many bike trips, whether for recreation or
transportation, take place on mul ti-use pathways.
(Paths also serve many people on foot and in
wheelchairs.) Alameda County is fortunate to have
hundreds of miles of multi -use paths and trails spread
throughout the county. In addition to local facilities,
the county has a network of plann ed and existing
inter -jurisdictional multi -use pathways. Of these,the
most significant| in terms of length and connections
across city and county borders| are the East Bay
Greenway, the Iron Horse Trail and the San Francisco
Bay Trail (see Table 2.5).

East Bay Greenway

This greenway was originally envisioned by Urban
Ecology| a Bay Area non-profit that advocates for
neighborhood revitalization and regional

sustainability | as a multi-use path underneath

' 13zU0wi Ol YEUI EwUOUUEUUUIT w
miles from 18th Avenue in Oakland to the Hayward
BART station. However, a larger vision emerged from
U1l w$EUOwW! Eawlli 1 DOOEOwW/ EUO
Master Plan update (2007), which showed the path
connecting north to the Ohlone Greenway in Berkeley

and Albany (and further north in Contr a Costa

County), and to the south along the Union Pacific
Railroad right -of way in Fremont. The total length

from county line to county line is estimated to be

about 49 miles, with only the northern portions along

the Ohlone Greenway (and parts of the form er Santa

Fe Railroad right-of-way/West Street in Berkeley)
completed. Implementation of the original 12 mile

project is being led by the Alameda County
Transportation Commission as a first phase. Many
sectionsof the proposed greenway are still highly
conceptual, such as in Oakland and Union City, and
are located in built-out urban areas where the public
rights-of-way are extremely limited.

Iron Horse Trail

The existing multi -use path extends between the cities
of Concord, in Contra Costa County, and Dublin and
includes a one-mile segment in Pleasanton, and two
miles between Pleasanton and Livermore on Stanley
Boulevard. The pathway follows an abandoned
Southern Pacific Railroad right -of-way. When
complete, it will extend from Suisun Bay (Contra
Costa County) to Livermore and the San Joaquin
county border, a distance of approximately 53 miles,
connecting 12 cities. The alignment length through
Alameda County is 25.5 miles, of which 5.8 miles is
existing and 19.7 miles is proposed (see AppendixH
for more detailed mileage information).

San Francisco Bay Trail

U 6“53%*?‘“ g &M %'lﬁrbco"i‘plﬁtﬁ qrHing,

San Francisco and San Pablo bays. The system
includes 119 miles along the Alameda County

L# BLOUbEBOLLBEBEYLBPE] by KwoPo

to other pathways trails and points of interest. Of this
ultimate 183-mile alignment, approximately 122 miles
are in place, including 11 miles completed since the
2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan was adopted (see
Appendix H for more detailed mileage information).
Long continuous segments exist in Albany, Berkeley,
Emeryville, Oakland, Alameda, San Leandro and
Hayward.
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Table 2.5 | Mileage of major trails phenomenon, bicycle safety tends to increase as the
Source: Urban Ecology, East Bay Regional Park District, number of cyclists increase in an area. (This argues for
San Francisco Bay Trail Project; figures may not match making infrastructure improvements even in some
those in the “Costs and Revenue” chapter, since they were areas where collision rates are low, since bicycle
calculated using different data sets volumes might be high.)
Proposed
Existing  (unbuilt) Total This section presents information on the number of
Trail mileage  mileage  mileage bicycle fatalities and serious injuries in Alameda
East Bay Greenway 1.8 34.8 36.6 County. The information is examined in several ways,
including by planning area, location and time of day.
Iron Horse Trail 58 19.7 255 Also, there is a brief discussion of another important
San Francisco Bay Trail ~ 121.8 61.4 183.2 Cqmponent of bicycle safety: personal security from
crime.
Total 129.4 115.9 245.3

The analysis uses collision data for the nine-year
period from 2001 (the earliest year available) to 2008
Bicyclist safety (the latest year available at the time this chapter was
researched) for more general investigation, such as on

total fatalities and injuries; for finer -grained analysis,
the data used is for the latest five-calendar-year
period, or 2004t 2008.The data comes from the

Because they do not travel within the relative safety of
a car, bus or train, bicyclists, along with pedestrians,
are the most vulnerable users of the transportation
system. For this reason,bicyclists make up a
somewhat disproportionate percentage of traffic
fatalities and injuries.

Traffic Records System (SWITRS), a database of

collisions as reported to and collected by local police
departments and other law enforcement agencies in
the state. Because SWITRS consists only of reports

Collision numbers versus rates taken by officers in the field, the inci dents in the
database represent only a portion of all collisions. This

When considering bicycle collisions (or also means that the incidents in SWITRS are more

fatalities), it is important to remember that likely to be serious, since minor collisions are less

absolute numbers do not tell the whole story. If likely to be reported to a police officer. Numerous

over time more people biked while the number studies have shown that bicycle collisions are

of collisions remained the same, then the rate of significantly underreported in official crash reports.

collisions (as measured per bicyclist or per bike For example, one 2007 study comparing emergency

trip) would decrease. room visits and official crash reports in California,
North Carolina and New York found that only ~ 48% of

To illustrate, consider two intersections, each emergency-room bicyclist caseshad been reported in

with one bicycle collision. If intersection A has official crash reports™.

40 cyclists crossing while intersection B has only

10 cyclists crossing, the rate of collisions per Collisions, fatalities and injuries

bicyclist would be much higher at intersection B. In the eight-year period from 2001 to 2008 there was

an annual average ofapproximately 3 bicyclists killed
and almost 540 bicyclistsinjured seriously in traffic
collisions in Alameda County (see Table 2.6 and
Figure 2.12; appendicesK and L provide more
detailed information).

Data on collisions involving bicyclists can help
planners and other decision-makers identify areas in
which to focus improvement efforts . Bicyclist safety is
impacted by a number of variables including the

design of infrastructure for biking, the design of _ _ _ . _
intersections and roadw iallv their desian L 9Police Reporting of Pedestrians and Bicyclists Treated in
ersections a oadways (especially their desig Hospital Emergency Rooms? wlrgmsportation Research

speed), law enforcement efforts and education Record, Volume 1635).
EEOxEDPT OUBw OUOOWET EEUUI wO| wUOT T w?rUEI 1 UawbOwOUOET UU~> w
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Table 2.6 | Bicyclists killed or injured, 2001-2008 fluctuating within a narrow range between 488 and
Source: SWRTS 574.
3 The number of bicyclists killed or injured spiked in
Annual average 2008, to 659The increase could be becauseniigh
— : gas prices in 2008 might have prompted people,
Bicyclists killed 3 . . . .
especially non-cyclists, to ride for transportation.
Bicyclists injured 538 This is supported by the fact that the number of
Bicyclists killed or injured 541 transit riders did increase that year.
3 Since 2001, between one andour people have been
killed annually while bicycl ing in Alameda
3 Between 2001 and 2007 He annual number of County. Unexpectedly, the lowest number came in
bicyclists killed or injured was relatively stable, 2008(1 fatality), even as injuries spiked to an eight
year high.
Figure 2.12 | Bicycle fatalities and injuries, 2001-2008
Source: SWITRS
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Collision hotspots Table 2.8 | Bicycle collisions by primary road,
Figure 2.130n the next page shows the location of all 2004-2008
traffic collisions involving bicyclists in Alameda Source: SWITRS
County from 2004 to 2008. As shown on the map, most
of the collisions occur along an arc from central N“Z'fb er
Berkeley to downtown Oakland. There are smaller Road Jurisdiction(s)  collisions
concentrations of collisions in Albany, eastern
Alameda (city), along International Boulevard in Telegraph Avenue Berkeley, Oakland 59
Oakland, and in central Fremont, Pleasantonand Shattuck Avenue Berkeley, Oakland 57
Lfvermore. In gengral, 'these are area with relatively College Avenue Berkeley, Oakland 56
high numbers of bicyclists. : .

Martin Luther King Jr.

Way Berkeley, Oakland 44
The information on the map is confirmed by Tables 2.7 . t Boul d . ;
and 2.8. Table 2.7 lists thefour intersections that remont Botfevar remon 41
experienced 9 or more collisions in 20044 2008 that International Boulevard Oakland 38

resulted in a bicycle fatahty orinjury ; all gre in State Route 185 (East HSan Le;ndr.o,

Berkeley. Table 2.8 lists the roadway corridors that 14 Street) dyward, uninc. 3
experienced 30 or more collisionsfrom 2004t 2008. Of county

the seven roads on the list, the four with the most

collisions extend from Berkeley to Oakland.

Table 2.7 | Intersections with 9 or more bicycle
collisions, 2004-2008

Source: SWITRS

Intersection Jurisdiction Collisions
Oxford St & Hearst Ave Berkeley 9
Martin Luther King Jr Way &

Ashby Ave Berkeley 9
College Ave & Alcatraz Ave Berkeley 9

Adeline St & Alcatraz Ave Berkeley 9
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Figure 2.13 | Map of bicycle collisions, 2004-2008
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Collisions by planning area against its share ofall bike trips from the year 2000
Figure 2.14 belowUT OpUwl EET wx OEOOD O] wEey AmendxiUer gataifoyagh igeal jurisdiction).
U7 1 wE Odityrle aoflidibns from 2004 to 2008

Figure 2.14 | Share of all bicycle collisions (2004-2008) and all bike trips by planning area
Sources: SWITRS, BATS2000

80% - 75%
70% - 62%
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% - 16% » 12% g 10% 3%
10% - o
North Central South East
m Share of bike collisions Share of bike trips
3 The North planning area has a much lower share of there is more data about commuters than about other
U7 1T wEOUOUa 7z UwkEabike ips b6t w U|T E@uelérs).w
75%). Central County has a much higher share,
South County a somewhat higher share and East 3 The North planning area, while having by far the
County a somewhat lower share. This could be highest share of bicycle collisions, also has the
seen as indicating that the North planning area is fewest collisions per 100 bike commuters. This
Ol 1T wUEI 1T U0wi OUWE a EOPUUUOUE O E indicatés thatramibe pedspactiapban individupE | 1 U a w
PDOwOUOEIT UlUthattkelhigh@rire number of bicyclist, the area is the safest in the county, at least
bicyclists, the safer they will be (generally because as far as traffic conditions.
motorists are expecting them on the road and know 3 The South planning area has the most collisions per
how to safely share the road). 100 bike commuters, and a collision rate
significantly higher than in the North pla nning
Yet another picture appears when charting collisions area (9.73 against 5.48).
x1 UwhyYYwWwEDPOI wEOOOUUI UUWET EPOUUWI EET wxOEOODPOT wEUI EzUuw
share of collisions (see Figure 2.15 and Appendix K;
commute trips repr esent only a minority of trips but
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Figure 2.15 | Share of bicycle fatalities and injuries by planning area, 2004-2008

Sources: SWITRS; 2000 Census, 2006-2008 ACS
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Collisions by age group

Table 2.9 below shows the number of bicyclists who
were killed or injured in Alameda County in 2004 ¢
2008 in each of several age groups. The table includes
only those collisions for which the age of the victim
was known.

3 Children (17 years old and under) represented one-
quarter of bicyclists killed or injured ; seniors
represented under 5%. The rest were adults ages
18t 64.

Table 2.9 | Bicycle fatalities and injuries by age
group, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

Bicyclists killed ~ As percent of

Age group orinjured total

Children (0-17) 792 24.8%
0—-4 6 0.2%
5-13 474 14.8%
14-17 312 9.8%
Adults (18-64) 2,292 71.6%
Seniors (65+) 116 3.6%

Total 3,200

Collisions by time of day

Time of day provide s another lens through which to
view bicycle collisions (see Table 2.10)

3 From 2004 2008,more than 40% ofbicycle fatalities
and injuries from collisions occurred in the
afternoon and evening, a period covering only four
hours (4¢8 pm).

3 More than one-quarter (27%) of bicycle fatalities
and injuries occurred in the mid -day hours (10 amt
3 pm).

Table 2.10 | Bicycle fatalities and injuries by time
of day, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

Bicyclists killed perAcsent
Time of day or injured of total
Morning (6—10 am) 537 19%
Mid-day (10 am-3 pm) 772 27%
Afternoon/eve (4-8 pm) 1,217 43%
Night (8 pm-6 am) 295 10%
Total 2,821 100%
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Collisions by party at fault

Table 2.11 below breaks down drivert bicyclist
collisions in Alameda County by party at fault.

Table 2.11 | Party at fault in vehicle-bicyclist
collisions, 2004-2008
Source: SWITRS

Number of
Party at fault collisions %of total
Bicyclist 1,726 53%
Motorist 822 25%
Not stated 693 22%
Other vehicle 1 0%
Pedestrian 5 0%
Total 3,247 100%

3 The bicyclist was found at fault more than twice as
often as thedriver (53% compared to 25%).

Bicyclists’ share of fatalities

As mentioned earlier, bicyclists, along with
pedestrians, are the most vulnerable users of the
transportation system. Figure 2.16 below shows
E b E a Estapelbihll trafiic fatalities in the county
(see Appendix K for more detailed information ).

3 Over the past eight years, bicyclists have made up
2.6% of alltraffic fatalities in Alameda County; this

PUwUOPT T U0awi T T T UwUT EQwUT T wk

(2%).

3 Between 200 and 2000 WEPEAEOPUUUZz wUT EU

ranged between 1% and 4%; the lowest level (1%)
occurred in 2008

Figure 2.16 | Bicyclists as percentage of all traffic fatalities, 2001-2008

Source; SWITRS
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Personal security and crime

In the discussion of traffic collisions, it is easy to
overlook a related issue: the effect on bicycling
of real and perceived threats to personal
security. Crime is a powerful deterrent against
bicycling, particularly at night or in isolated areas
and in areas with high crime rates. Like concerns
about traffic safety, crime can lead to a vicious

cycle of fewer people riding and walking on the
street making people feel less safe and resulting
in even fewer people on the street. Design and
maintenance solutions—including better lighting,
paths and trails located near other activities and
a well-maintained environment—can go a long
way toward alleviating fears.
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Data on crime against bicyclists is difficult to
obtain and compile. Such statistics are collected
by nearly 20 individual police departments in
Alameda County and there is no reporting
standard or central repository for this
information.

Support facilities

While bikeways are the central element of a bicycle
network, they are not the only component. Ther e are
several kinds of support facilities | namely bicycle
parking, showers and lockers, and signage| that
increase the utility of a bicycle network and promote
the viability of bicycling as a transportation mode.

Bicycle parking

3

Four cities have bicycle parking ordinances:
Hayward, Oakland, Pleasanton and Union City.
Several other jurisdictions have imposed parking
conditions for certain projects as part of the
development-approval process.

Only two cities | Berkeley and Oakland| have
bicycle-rack installation p rograms, although most
other jurisdictions have installed racks in public
places on a caseby-case basis. Oakland provides
technical support to businesses that wish to install
bicycle parking on their property.

Almost all jurisdictions have installed at le ast some
bicycle racks; seven have singleuse bicycle lockers;
Alameda, Berkeley, Fremont and Oakland have
shared-use electronic lockers (eLockers);Berkeley,
Emeryville, Oakland and San Leandro have
secured bike-parking cages; and Emeryville has an
indoor bike room.

EOOEQOEZUWEDOI wxEUODPOT wdU
attended bike parking at certain large events; the
City of Alameda requires it at events with over
1,000 attendees
BART provides racks at all its stations in Alameda
County and lockers at all stations except 12
Street/Oakland City Center, 19 Street/Oakland
and Downtown Berkeley. In addition, there are two
bike stations in the county, one at Downtown
Berkeley, with 268 spaces, and the other at
Fruitvale (250 spaces).

Showers and lockers

3 Only one city| Oakland| has an ordinance
requiring shower and locker facilities as part of
certain new development projects. Pleasanton and
San Leandro have occasionally required these
facilities on a casebhy-case basis, as part of the
development-approval process, while UC Berkeley
has a policy to include them in all new buildings
beyond a certain size.

Wayfinding sighage

3 Berkeley and Emeryville install bicycle boulevards
signage with wayfinding and mileage information
while Oakland and Emeryville also have bike-route
sighage programs. Several other cities are
considering adopting comprehensive wayfinding
signage guidelines, based on those developed by
Oakland.

3 Local agencies and the East Bay Regional Park
District also place sighage along inter-jurisdictional
trails, such as the Bay Trail and Iron Horse Tralil.

Local planning, programs and advocacy

Local plans

Bicycle plans at the local level are important because it
is local jurisdictions that are responsible for planning,
designing, constructing and maintaining bicycle
facilities. As of the adoption of the 2006 Countywide
Bicycle Plan, 10 of the 15 jurisdictions in the county
had adopted bicycle plans. In 2012, the number rose to
14 of the 15 jurisdictions with a completed bicycle plan
or one underway. Below are the main developments
since 2006 in this area (see AppendixM and Table 3.3

EDjoE|OEI

easant(%U (ljopgte% %leJirl fir%tttjcombined)
bicycle/pedestrian plans, while Dublin adopted a
stand-alone bicycle plan.

3 Nine cities updated their bicycle or
bicycle/pedestrian plans.

3 Other than Newark, which is in the process of
developing a combined bicycle/pedestrian plan,
only one city| Piedmont| remains without a
bicycle plan.

J In addition to jurisdictions, t he University of
California at Berkeley has a campus bicycle plan.
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J Related to local planning, the following
jurisdictions and agencies have standing bicycle or
bicycle/pedestrian advisory committees: Berkeley,
Emeryville, Fremont, and Oakland.

Local support programs

The focus in bicycle planning is often on building
capital projects. However, support programs are also
important because they increase the safety and utility
of those projects. Local jurisdictions in Alameda
County administer a broad range of bicycle support
programs to complement their infrastructure -building
efforts. These programs are grouped under the
categories of safety, law enforcement, education,
promotion or encouragement, safe routes to school
and traffic calming. Below is a summary of
jurisdictions sponsoring various types of programs
(based on responses received fronthe local
jurisdictions). Programs that were started after the

| YYt w! PEAEOI w/ OEOwWPEUWEE Ox

Safety

J Bicycle audit: San Leandro (new)

J Bicycle safety education campaign: Albany (new),
Dublin, Fremont, P leasanton (new) and San
Leandro

Law enforcement

3 Bicycle/pedestrian traffic safety officers: Alameda
County
3 Pedestrian/bicycle enforcement activities: Eight

jurisdictions, including San Leandro and
Emeryville, where the programs are new

Education

3 Inform motorists on bicycle/pedestrian laws:
Albany, Dublin (new) and San Leandro

3 Traffic curriculum (schools, community
centers):Albany (new), Fremont, Du blin (new) and
San Leandro

Promotion/encouragement

J Bike to Work Day: Eleven jurisdictions, including
Dublin and Liverm ore, where the programs are
new

3 Bicycle races: Alameda County, Alban vy,
Emeryville (new) , Fremont and Pleasanton

J Giveaways: More than half of jurisdictions
(including Oakland and Dublin since 2006) give

away bicycle-related items such as helmets, lights,
reflectors and water bottles

Bike maps: All except Alameda County, Newark,
Piedmont and Union City. The map programs in
Dublin, Livermore an d Pleasanton are new since
2006.

Safe routes to school

3

Every local jurisdiction except Emeryville and
Piedmont participate in the countywide SR2S
program through the Safe Routes to School (SR2S)
Partnership (described below).

Traffic calming

3

3

Six jurisdictions ( Alameda, Berkeley, Emeryville,
Newark, Pleasanton and San Leandro) have a
substantial traffic -calming program, with a
dedicated funding source.

Five jurisdictions (Alameda County, Albany,

E urketdntulQvErtdddd ahdubakibng} Have fa wradfic -

calming program but with no dedicated funding
source.

Four jurisdictions (Dublin, Hayward, Piedmont
and Union City) do not have a traffic -calming
program.

Multi-jurisdictional support programs

In addition to the local programs, there are three
significant countywide support programs, all of which
are funded in part by Alameda CTC:

3

Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) Alameda County

Partnership (www.transformca.org/sr2s). This

program promotes walking and biking to school to

students at more than 85 public elementary schools

in the county. It is led by Alta Planning and

TransForm, with funding from Alameda CTC and

MTC. Bicycle safety classes for all ages, offered on a

regular basis by both the East Bay Bicycle Coalition

and BikeAlameda.

Bike to Work Day has grown significantly in

recent years.From 2008 through 2022, it was

UUxxOUUI EwWEAaWEwW?O0DI 1 UUaOI 2 wEE
UGET UwUT I Ride it IGf®80: uw uPU WE x x 1 EUI
at BART stations, on the back of AC Transit buses,

in bus shelters, on street pole banners,and at

kiosks.

Bicycle safety classesfor all ages, offered on a

regular basis by both the East Bay Bicycle Coalition
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(which is funded in large part by Alameda CTC)
and BikeAlameda.

Advocacy efforts

Bicycle advocacy seeks to encourage government to
improve the bicycling environment and to encourage
more people to bike more often. Bicycle advocacy has
surged nationwide in the past 10 years, particularly in
the Bay Area.

Alameda County has five bicycle advocacy groups,
including one, the East Bay Bicycle Coalition
(www.ebbc.org ), that works in all parts of the county.
The main change in advocacy since 2006 is the
formation of Walk Oakland, Bike Oakland
(www.walkoaklandbikeoakland.org ), a new advocacy
group focused solely on the largest city in the county.
In June 2010, the group organized Oaklavia
(http://oaklavia.org ), the closure to car traffic of
several blocks in downtown Oakland for strolling,
bicycling and other recreational activities. The event

walwUT 1T wi PUU0WI REOxOI woOi wE w
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Three other advocacy groups active in the county
include:

3 Bicycle-Friendly Berkeley Coalition
(www.bfbc.org )

3 BikeAlameda (www.bikealameda.org )

3 Albany Strollers and Rollers
(sites.google.com/site/albanystrollersandrollers)

Local funding, infrastructure and program
needs

As described in the next section, on implementation of
the 2006 Bicycle Plan, almost every local jurisdiction
cites lack of funding as a major barrier to making
bicycle improvements. In that context, funding needs
for bicycle projects is an important existing condition
that will help determine the countywide priorities.

As part of developing this update to the Countywide
Bicycle Plan, local jurisdictions were asked to estimate
their foreseeable funding need for bicycle (and
pedestrian) projects. Appendix N provides their
responses. The table includes the costs to complete all
the capital bicycle and pedestrian projects planned in
the local jurisdictions. Excluding two jurisdictions

which did not know or report a cost, this figure is

roughly $520 million; of this, $219 million, or more

than 40%, was reported by the largest city in the

county, Oakland. The table also includes the costs of

Ul wuwNUUDUEDEUD OO0 lagdpédéstrianx UD O U
projects for the next three years (approximately $136

million for 14 jurisdictions), and the unfunded portion

of these costs ($68 million for 13 jurisdictions).

The table in Appendix N also provides the

N U U b U E pverap® dnAual gnairenance expenditure
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities ($6.7 million for 14
jurisdic tions) and the annual funding gap for
maintenance ($17.2 million for 13 jurisdictions). That
the maintenance funding gap is much greater than
annual expenditures likely indicates substantial
deferred maintenance of facilities due to insufficient
funds.

In addition, the local agency questionnaire also asked
local jurisdictions to selectfrom a list their highest -

? EREIH ¢ mestpieastha) infrasiructye pegds related

O Pigysligg £Tabled.12d gy gists the answers

provided by the jurisdictions.

Table 2.12 | Local jurisdictions’ infrastructure
needs

Number of
Need responses
Building an on-street bicycle network 1
Improving intersection safety for 1
pedestrians or bicyclists
Improving pedestrian/bicycle access to
schools 9
Local road maintenance to improve
pavement quality 7
Improving pedestrian/bicycle access to 6
transit
Building Class | multi-use pathways 5
Maintenance of bicycle facilities 1

Improving pedestrian/bicycle access in and
around commercial areas

The local agency questionnaire also askedlocal
jurisdictions to choose their highest-priority or most
pressing programmatic needs related to non


http://www.ebbc.org/
http://www.walkoaklandbikeoakland.org/
http://oaklavia.org/
http://www.bfbc.org/
http://www.bikealameda.org/
http://sites.google.com/site/albanystrollersandrollers/
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motorized transportation. Table 2.1 3 below lists the
answers provided by the jurisdictions.

Table 2.13 | Local jurisdictions’ programmatic
needs

Number of
Need responses
Obtaining grant funding for projects 13
Developing or updating a bicycle master plan 10
Creating safe routes to school plans 9
Launching a safe routes to school program 5
Adding or increasing pedestrian/bicycle
staff 4
Creating local pedestrian/bicycle maps 3
Implementing a complete streets policy 2
Pedestrian/bicycle training for agency staff 2
Assembling a pedestrian/bicycle advisory
committee 1
Developing a traffic calming program o]

Lastly, the five community -based transportation plans
(CBTPs) that have been completed for areas of

Alameda County propose 45 bicycle and/or pedestrian
projectscpUT 1T wOT 1T w?$ YEOQUEUDPOOwWOI
/ UEEUDPEI U? wET Eoratiotanth® Uw OO U
CBTPs).Appendix O lists these projects including cost
estimates and their relative priority .

Implementation of the 2006 plan

The 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan laid out priorities,
goals and nearterm next steps for implementing the
plan. Although progress on implementation is
sometimes difficult to track, much has been
accomplished since the2006 bicycleplan was adopted.

Capital projects

The 2006 plan induded a 549-mile countywide bicycle
network consisting of 22 cross-county corridors. Th e
plan provided for three nested levels of investment.
These levels,from most to least ambitious and
inclusive , were:

3 Vision network: The entire countywide bicycle
network, plus rehabilitation of the existing on -
street countywide bicycle system and transit -
priority zone projects.

3 Financially constrained network: A subset of the
countywide network consisting of essential cross-
county routes and that could be implement ed
within the estimated revenues available over the
life of the plan.

3 High -priority projects: A set of capital projects
from the financially constrained network selected
by the jurisdictions for implementation over 4 {5
years after adoption of the plan.

The 2006 identified 15 high-priority projects were
identified. Appendix Q reports on progress achieved
on these projects.

Countywide support programs

The previous section identified safety, law
enforcement, education, promotion and other support
programs at the local level for bicycling, and pointed
out which ones have been instituted since the
adoption of the 2006 Bicycle Plan. In addition, the
previous section highlighted multi -jurisdictional
support programs that have been put in place since
2006. These thee major programs are funded in large
part with Measure B funds from Alameda CTC:

w /3 Ogafe Réded tdIMEI$RASY Bl&hteda County
w D GPartnership.

J Bicycle safety classes for all ages, offered on a
regular basis by both the East Bay Bicycle Coalition
and BikeAlameda.

3 While Bike to Work Day is not a new program, it
has grown significantly in recent years.

Challenges encountered

In the 2010 local agency questionnaire (to which all 15
jurisdictions responded), local jurisdictions were

asked to identify challenges they have encountered in
implementing the priorities identified in the 2006
Countywide Bicycle Plan. The most commonly cited
implementation challenges by far were insufficient
funding , insufficient staff time and right-of-way
constraints (see Figure 2.17).
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Figure 2.17 | Implementation challenges encountered by local jurisdictions

Lack of funding
Lack of staff time

Right-of-way/legal challenges

Implementation has taken longer than BMajor Obstack
anticipated but is moving forward B Minar Obstacle
Lack of local jurisdiction support for B hotan Obstack

projects/no longer a high priority
Unclear on what the Countywide Plan
priarities are

Other

3 Perhaps not surprisingly, every jurisdiction (except
Dublin) cited inadequate funding for projects as
major challenges.

3 The following five jurisdictions identified
inadequate staff time, and lack of staff resources in
general, as major obstacles to implementation:
Oakland, San Leandro, Hayward, Newark and
Pleasanton.

3 Significant right -of-way challenges were reported
by SanLeandro, Fremont, Pleasanton and Dublin.

J Additionally, Oakland suggested the need for
better coordination with resurfacing projects;
Pleasanton| which is dealing with projects
adjacent to waterways| mentioned lack of
interagency coordination as a significant challenge;
and San Leandro, Hayward and Newark cited lack
of community or jurisdictional support as minor
challenges.






3 | EVALUATION OF PLANS,
POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Introduction

Over the past decade, transportation policy in
Alameda County has become more supportive of
bicycling. All jurisdictions in the county, as well as
transportation agencies at the county, regional, state
and federal levels, now have plans or policies that
promote nonmotorized transportation. At the same
time, a number of emerging policy areas| including
complete streets, climate action, smart growth and
active transportation | are giving further policy
support to bicycling.

The purpose of this chapter is to review the key plans,
policies and practices at the local, county, regional,
state and federal levels that affect bicycling in
Alameda County. The review covers the most relevant
planning documents, policy effo rts and agency
practices, as well as institutional issues identified by
the local jurisdictions. This chapter summarizes the
plans, policies and practices, and evaluates them with
an eye toward how they promote or hinder bicycling.
It discusses practical dhallenges encountered by
agencies in implementing their plans, policies and
projects, and suggests ways to overcome those
challenges. Because the policy context surrounding
nonmotorized transportation has changed
substantially since 2006 when the Bicycle Plan was
last updated| special attention is paid to relevant

policy areas that have emerged or advanced in
importance in the past six years.

A number of emerging policy areas—
including complete streets, climate action,
smart growth and active transportation—are
giving further policy support to bicycling.

Ultimately, the Countywide Bicycle Plan will be
adopted by Alameda CTC and implemented in
collaboration with jurisdictions and other public
agencies, nonprofits and advocacy groups in the
county. Now that A lameda CTC has merged the
transportation planning, coordination, technical
assistance and funding functions of the CMA and
ACTIA, there are opportunities to maximize the
ET1 OEazUwbOXxEEUWOOWEDEAEODOI
suggestions in this chapter focus on how Alameda
CTC can promote nonmotorized transportation and
assist other agencies to do the same; emphasis is
placed on assisting local jurisdictions, which are
responsible for implementing most bicycle capital
projects. The suggestions in this chapter were
evaluated and those that are implementable in the
near future were developed into specific
recommendations and implementable actions in the
x OF Ot Stepse WET Ex 01 U
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) ) According to the National Complete Streets Coalit ion
Emergmg pOI|Cy areas (www.completestreets.org), more than 200 cities,
counties, states and federal agencies have adopted
complete streets policies, almost all of them in the past
five years. Because these policies are so recent, it is
difficult to assess their impact or effectiveness. None
of the 15 local jurisdictions in Alameda County have
stand-alone policies on complete streets, though
several mention the concept in their local bicycle
and/or pedestrian master plans, or general plans.

The policy context surrounding nonmotorized
transportation ha s changed substantially in the few
years since 2006. This section reviews four policy areas
that have emerged or advanced in importance in

recent years: (i) complete streets; (ii) climate action;

(i) smart growth, including Priority Development

Areas (PDAs) and Growth Opportunity Areas

(GOAs); and (iv) active transportation. These efforts
are still new enough that they are either still in the

: . California Complete Streets Act of 2008
developmental stages or have just begun being

implemented, making it difficult to evaluate their F” future years, all jurisdictiong will hff‘VG to _

impact on the ground. However, as explained below, incorporate complete streets into their planning.

they all will likely contribute significantly to Assembly Bill 1358, the California Complete Streets
improving the policy landscape for bicycling in EUwOl wh yyuwowul gusuUl Uw? Ul EUwWUI
coming years. Emerging state and regional policies or county, upon any substantive revision o f.the

provide opportunities to find ways to balance the circulation element of the general plan, modify the

EOUOUaz UwUi @edetiaifd céngestior) O circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal

while making progress on bicycling improvements to transportation network that meets the needs of all

users [including] motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists,
children, persons with disabilities, s eniors, movers of
commercial goods, and users of public

create a transportation system that serves all modes.

effect on January 1, 2011. The law also directs the

&OYT UOOUzUw. I 1 PET wOil w/ OEOCODPOT w
its guidelines for the development of circ ulation

elements so as to assist cities and counties in meeting

the above requirement.

“Complete streets” describes roadways that
are planned, designed, operated and
maintained for safe and convenient access
by all users and in ways that are appropriate
to the function and context of the facility.

Complete streets AB 1358 can be expected to result in a new generation

PPN Ay e ey a1 - Ofgr ion elements and rge ip complete streets
2" 06x 601 U1 wlOUI 1 00U~ wEl UEUPE] Ul BLEaEdB%zf\nUwGT EYWE DU
. L policies and ordinances around the state as general
planned, designed, operated and maintained for safe . L
. . ) plans are updated over time, beginning in early 2011.

and convenient access by all user$ including . L

. . o . Fremont is the only local jurisdiction in Alameda
bicyclists, pedestrians and transit riders| and in ways L . .

. . County to have updated its circulation element since
that are appropriate to the function and context of the .
S IR LA~ o2~ koo the a8t ok effect. In\addlilon,,the(?eneral El%mof N -
| EEPODPDUaOwW?10UUDOlI wEEEOOOOEEUD %w%UwEéuUIOF JEléJ OEIl xUuw
o : some of the other jurisdictions already address
that has similar meaning, but has been replaced bythe . -
. . complete streets, directly or indirectly, and may be
term complete streets in most contexts. It is the . .
. . o compliant with the new law. MTC has recently
practice of considering the needs of bicyclists and . . S .
. . . . ) established a deadline for all local jurisdictions in the
pedestrians habitually in the planning, design, . .
funding and construction of transportation projects Bay Area to be compliant with the state Complete
g P prol Streets Act by late 2014, in order to be eligible for MTC

funding.
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MTC’s Complete Streets Policy

In 2006, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) adopted Resolution Number 3765, now
referred to as the MTC Complete Streets Policy,
outlining a policy that projects funded all or in part
PDUT wUIl 1 POOEOwWI UOEUW?UI EOCO
accommodation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
in the full project cost. The policy requires project -
sponsoring agencieq including Alameda CTC and
local jurisdictions | to submit a completed checklist
evaluating bi cycle (and pedestrian) facility needs as
part of the planning and design of each transportation
project submitted for funding to MTC.

31T 1T weil EOOPUCwW?DUwWPOUI OEI E
earliest conception or design phase so that any

pedestrian or bicycle consideration can be included in
Ol wxUONI EUWEUET T U682 w3T 1 wE]
O7T 1T wxUONT ECwET UPT O1 Uz UwEUU
bicyclists, and to inform the public on how well

projects accommodate bicyclingd w, 3" z Uwi UOE
decisions are notcontingent on how the checklists are
completed.

, 3" ZUwx OOPEaAawWEOUOwWUI gUPUI U
agencies (CMAs), such as Alameda CTC, to forward

all submitted project checklists to their bicycle and
pedestrian advisory committees (BPACS) for review.
There are several ways in which Alameda CTC could
consider improving its compliance with thi s

requirement, as listed below.

o MTC complete streets policy and checklist:
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/routine_ac
commodations.htm

Suggestions

3 Encourage local agencies to submit completed
checklists as much in advance of project decisions
as possible; submitting checklists to the BPACs
with ample time to allow for more thorough review
and comment, and for project sponsors to respond
adequately.

Investigate feasibility of tracking checklists and
projects on line to streamline time and efficiency.
Conduct field reviews to confirm that bicycle and
pedestrian accommodations were constructed as
indicated in the project checklists.

In May 2012, MTC established the OneBayArea Grant
(OBAG) with Resolution Number 4035, which
includes a requirement that all local jurisdictions
adopt a complete streets policy resolution by January
31, 2013, or have a general plan that complies with the

U E ssaeConpietg Si@4ts Agt of 2008, in order to receive
state and federal funds in the next funding cycle. For

D & o rdiesesis, sl RS MU EN00 O & w
EOOx OQawbPbUI wuUl ke streetsiganera plan E O O x
requirement by October 2014, to be eligible for funds.

Alameda CTC Complete Streets Policy
(Owl YYt Ow OEOI EEw" 3" WEEOXxUI E
Accommodation policy (Resolution 3765; see below)
when it adopted the previous Countywide Bicycle
Ui Blanbichlineoépbrated thé iédol&tON) ThE& dolioyd T 1 D U w
PEUWEOUOWEEOxUI EwbOUOWUT T wET
Management Program (CMP). Alameda CTC currently
1 Eoosil@dtytiists WhnerGtdeveldpyd transdomatioE UD O1 w
O pra)edt@hat Gadldiithpakt wibyclihgEndgattydlyw
However, t his approach may not be consistent for all
P Oprajects. Additionally, even recommended
accommodations may not appear in a final project for
several reasons, including limited funding and
conflicts with the facility design standards of Caltrans

U E 6 @tal agedd® OwOEOET 1 O1 60w

Alameda CTC intends to pursue the adoption of a
comprehensive internal agency complete streets
policy, which would integrate the idea of complete
streets into agency practices. In early 2012, Alameda
CTC updated all of its agreements with local agencies
for their local sales tax passthrough and vehicle
registration fee funding, and included a requirement
for local jurisdictions to adopt a complete streets
policy by June 30, 2013. The agency is working to
support local jurisdictions in their development and
implementation of complete streets policies that meet
DUUOQWEOGEwW, 3" zUwdI pOwUI gUPUI O

Caltrans’ Complete Streets Policy

In 2001, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) adopted Deputy Directive 64 (DD -64),
Accommaodating Nonmotorized Travel, which

established a routine accommodation policy for the
department. A revised directive adopted in 2008 as

DD-64-R1, ertitled Complete Streets| Integrating the
Transportation System, significantly strengthened the
xOOPEawE]l aO00EwWNUUOwW?EOOUDPET U

bicyclists and pedestrians. Among the responsibilities


http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/routine_accommodations.htm
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that Caltrans assigned to itself under the revised
directive are:

3 Ensure bicycle, pedestrian, and transit interests are
appropriately represented on interdisciplinary
planning and project delivery development teams.

3 Ensure bicycle, pedestrian, and transit user needs
are addressed and deficiencies identified during
system and corridor planning, project initiation,
scoping, and programming.

3 Ensure incorporation of bicycle, pedestrian, and
transit travel elements in all plans and studies.

J Promote land uses that encourage bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit travel.

3 Research develop, and implement multimodal
performance measures.

After adopti on of this policy, it was noted that more
guidance was needed on which roadway projects to
review for impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians, how

to review them, at what stage of project development
and, most importantly, how to provide for bicyclists

and pedestrians, especially if local or countywide

plans do not identify nonmotorized transportation
xUPOUPUPI UwbOwUT 1T WEUI Ed w" E
documents| for example, its Highway Desig n

Manual| did not universally coincide with the

Eil xEUUOI OUzUWEOOXxOI1 Ul wuUOUI

In part to address these issues, Caltrans adopted the
Complete Streets Implementation Action Plan in 2010.
The plan sets forth actions under seven categories to
be completed by various Caltrans districts and
divisions within certain timelines to institutionalize
complete streets concepts and considerations within
the department. The action categories include
updating departmental plans, policies and manuals;
raising awareness; increasing opportunities for
training; conducting research projects; and actions
related to funding and project selection. As one of its
implementation actions, Caltrans updat ed the
Highway Design Manual in large part to incorporate
multi -modal design standards.

o Deputy Directive 64-R1:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street
s_files/dd_64_rl_signed.pdf

o Caltrans’ Complete Streets Implementation Action
Plan:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_street
s_files/CompleteStreets_|P03-10-10.pdf

Suggestions
3 Educate local jurisdictions on the relevance of

Plan to local streets and roads,and on its
relationship to the Highway Design Manual
(discussed in a later section)

3 Alameda CTC could work wi th local jurisdictions
to develop a list of Caltrans highway overcrossings,
undercrossings and at-grade crossings that might
benefit from improvements for bicyclists. This
could help Caltrans identify opportunities to
accommodate nonmotorized transportatio n.

Climate action

The past five years has seen an expansion of legislative
and planning efforts in California to reduce emissions

of greenhouse gases (GHGS) in order to mitigate
climate change. Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, aims to reduce the

UOEUTl zUw&' &wl OPUUPOOUWUOWRNNY w

percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Meanwhile, Senate
D U BIlE33% Rassediintogaiv O ¢008) ip theEfiEN the

nation that will attempt to control GHG emissions by

directly lin king land use to transportation. The law

OGuwked 8pEwWHUEUl zUw PUwll UOUUET Uu

develop regional targets for reductions in GHG
emissions from passenger vehicles for 2020 and 2035
as a way of supporting the targets in AB32.

Every jurisdiction in Alameda County has
adopted or is in the process of adopting a
climate action plan or similar document.

The GHG emission reduction targets adopted in 2010
by ARB for the Bay Area are ®b per capita by 2020 and
15% per capita for 2035, relative to 2005 leves. Each of
the 18 metropolitan planning organizations in
California| including the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG)| have prepared a sustainable
communities strategy (SCS) for meeting the emissin
reduction targets in its region through transportation
and land use actions that reduce the number of vehicle
miles traveled. In the Bay Area, this strategy is called

to take several years before AB32 and SB 375 begin to

OUEOUI OUOw OEOI EEw" OUOUazUwlOUE

use patterns. The main way in which these laws are


http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/dd_64_r1_signed.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/complete_streets_files/dd_64_r1_signed.pdf
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expected to support bicycling is through reduction targets. The RTP and CWTP are discussed
DOx Ol Ol OUEUDOOwWOI wdinh Regiona & w | U latBrgnlihis Ohapiet.

Transportation Plan (RTP), a 28year planning
document. As a part of the broader SCS, the RTP (and o Website for the Bay Area’s SCS:
therefore the Countywide Transportation Plan, http://www.onebayarea.org
CWTP) were designed to meet the GHG emission

Table 3.1 | Local climate action plans

Year of

Jurisdiction adoption Webpage

North Planning Area

Alameda (city) 2008 http://www.cityofalamedaca.gov/getdoc.cfm?id=24

Albany 2010 http://www.albanyca.org/index.aspx?page=256

Berkeley 2009 http://www.cityofberkeley.info/climate

Emeryville 2008 http://www.ci.emeryville.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=338

Oakland In progress http://wwwz.0aklandnet.com/Government/o/PWA/s/SO/OAK025294
Piedmont 2010 http://www.ci.piedmont.ca.us/climate.shtml

Central Planning Area

Alameda County (uninc.) In progress http://www.acgov.org/sustain/next/plan.htm

Hayward 2009 http://www.ci.hayward.ca.us/green-hayward/climate-action-plan

San Leandro 2009 http://www.sanleandro.org/depts/cd/plan/default.asp

South Planning Area

Fremont In progress http://www.fremont.gov/index.aspx?NID=432

Newark 2010 http://www.newark.org/residents/going-green

Union City 2010 http://www.union-city.ca.us/green_city/Climate%s20Actions20Plan.html
East Planning Area

Dublin 2010 http://www.ci.dublin.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=665

Livermore 2010 http://www.cityoflivermore.net/citygov/cd/planning/cap/default.asp
Pleasanton 2012 http://www.ci.pleasanton.ca.us/pdf/Final CAP2-1-12.pdf
At the local level, every jurisdiction in Alameda local climate action plans will result in the
County has adopted or is in the process of adopting a implementation of bicycle projects depends on many
climate action plan or similar document (see Table factors, including funding availability, political will
3.1). Also, many jurisdictions have established a and the GHG reduction potential of nonmotorized
climate action program to implement their plan. All of transportation projects compared to that of other
the plans that are available in final or draft form projects. A major potential roadblock is the need for
propose bicycle facilities and programs among their additional research on the GHG reduction benefits of
strategies to meet their climate action goals. Due to the bicycling, including cost -benefit analyses, the relative
recent adoption of the plans (the first one was adopted cost-effectiveness of different nonmotorized

in February 2008), it is too early to evaluate their transportation strategies, and comparisons of such
impact or effectiveness to date. The extent to which strategies against other types of projects.
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Suggestion

3 Provide technical assistance to help local
jurisdictions implement their climate action plans
and evaluate their effectiveness.

Priority Development Areas and Growth
Opportunity Areas

Priority Development Areas (PDAS) are areas within
existing communities that have been identified by
local jurisdictions and approved by ABAG as most
appropriate for infill development. The objective of
PDAs is to create more housing, jobs, retail and
services in pedestrian-friendly environment s served
by transit. According to ABAG, PDAs could
EEEOOOOEEUI WEUWOUET wEUwWT EO
projected housing growth through the year 2035. For
these reasons, PDAs could result in a significant
increase in the number of walking trips in Alameda
County . To the extent that compact, transit- and
pedestrian-friendly developments are favored also by
cyclists, PDAs also could increasethe number of
bicycling trips.

PDAs are eligible for extra regional and state funding
for planning and capital projects if th ey create more
housing, jobs, retail and services in pedestrian- and
bicycle-friendly environments served by transit. A
total of 42 PDAs have been designated in 4 of the 15
jurisdictions in Alameda County; they are listed
below. Approximately two fifths of the PDAs contain
bus hubs, and all BART stations in the county, except
North Berkeley, are located in a PDA.

o Priority Development Area Showcase (FOCUS):
http://www.bayareavision.org/pda

Growth opportunity areas (GOAS) are areas where
local jurisdictions expect new growth to occur.
Development in PDAs is either dependent on or more
likely to occur with funding and other support from
regional agencies such as MTC and ABAG.
Development in GOAs, on the other hand, is expected
to occur regardless of regional policies and resources.

Table 3.2 | PDAs and GOAs in Alameda County

All are PDAs unless indicated otherwise in parentheses

Alameda County (unincorporated): Urban
Unincorporated Area, Castro Valley BART, East 14th
Street and Mission Boulevard Mixed Use Corridor,
Hesperian Boulevard, Meekland Avenue Corridor

Alameda (city): Alameda Naval Air Station, Northern
Waterfront

Albany: San Pablo Avenue/Solano Avenue Mixed Use
Neighborhood

Berkeley: Downtown, San Pablo Avenue, South
Shattuck, University Avenue, Adeline Street, Telegraph
Avenue

Dublin: Downtown Specific Plan Area, Town Center,
Transit Center/Dublin Crossing

Emeryville: Mixed Use Core

Fremont: Centerville, City Center, Irvington,
Ardenwood Business Park (GOA), Fremont Boulevard
& Warm Springs Boulevard Corridor (GOA), Fremont
Boulevard Decoto Road Crossing (GOA), Warm Springs
(GOA)

Hayward: The Cannery, Downtown, South Hayward
BART Station, Carlos Bee Quarry (GOA), Mission
Boulevard Corridor

Livermore: Downtown, East Side PDA, Isabel
Avenue/BART Station Planning Area

Newark: Dumbarton Transit Area, Old Town, Cedar
Boulevard Transit (GOA), Civic Center Re-Use Transit
(GOA)

Oakland: Coliseum BART Station Area, Downtown and
Jack London Square, Eastmont Town Center,
Fruitvale/Dimond Areas, MacArthur Transit Village,
West Oakland, TOD Corridors

Pleasanton: Hacienda

San Leandro: Downtown, East 14th Street, Bay Fair
BART Transit Village

Union City: Intermodal Station District, Mission
Boulevard (GOA), Old Alvarado (GOA)

In 2004,ACCMA (oneof OEOI EEw" 3" z Uw
predecessor9, approved goals to encourage the
connection between transportation and land use in
Alameda County. These goals, which were included in


http://www.bayareavision.org/pda/
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Development, are to: (i) promote infill transit -oriented
and walkable communities and compact development,
as appropriate, and support the development of multi -
family housing, mixed -use development and
alternative transportation adjacent to transit centers;
(i) strengthen transit use and alternative modes of
transportation, and increase connectivity between
them; and, (iii) improve and m aintain existing
infrastructure and support future investments that
promote smart growth, including access
improvements to transit. In support of these goals,
Alameda CTC administers a Transit-Oriented
Development Technical Assistance Program (TOD
TAP), which helps project sponsors overcome barriers
to TOD implementation.

Suggestions

3 Alameda CTC could strengthen its smart growth
efforts by providing technical assistance, design
guidelines, and resources to local jurisdictions on

the planning and design of bicycle -friendly
developments (reduced travel speeds, for example,
should be conddered in areas where bicycling is
especially encouraged).

More ambitiously, Alameda CTC could condition
some of the funding it provides to local

jurisdictions on the achievement of land use-

related objectives. As an example of this, Contra

" OUUEZz Uw, O uediU W E Geenbdalasgad wi
for transportation, requires that local jurisdictions
EOOxQawbkPbUT wOT 1T wEOUOUAZ UU
Program (GMP) to be eligible for funding under
OpOwoi w,  EVUUTI w) zUwxUOT UE
requirements of the GMP is that eachjurisdiction
?PDOEOUXxOUEUI wxOODPEDPI VWEOE
development approval process that support transit,
bicycle and pedestrian access in new
ETl YI OOx Ol OUUB~» w3 Ouwli
with this requirement, the Contra Costa
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan references
and provides links to a number of design

guidelines and similar resources.

Encourage infill -appropriate areas not located

within PDAs to build compact , bicycle-friendly
developments.

Encourage local jurisdictions to promote the U.S.

&UI 1 OQw! UPOCEDPOT w" OUOEDPOZ UL
#1 Y1 OOx 01 00> wEI UUDI PEEUDO

I Oxwood

Active transportation

? EUDPYI wOUEOUxOUUEUDOO? wbUWE
encompassing bicycling, walking and access to transit,

which places emphasis on the health, environmental

and other benefits of these forms of travel, while also
stressing that bicycling and walking serve utilitarian,

not just recreational, purposes. The concept has been
advanced by the growing recognition that multi -use

trails serve in part as transportation facilities.

Important regional trail and open space plans such as

the Bay Trail Plan, the East Bay Regional Park
#DUUUDPEUzUw, EVUI Uw/ OEOQWEOE WU
"OOUI UYEUDPOOWEOGEwW#1 YI OOx 0Ol OU
Plan acknowledge and support the dual
recreation/transportation function of multi -use trails
throughout the Bay Area.

Alameda CTC administers a number of projects and
programs in support of its active transportation effort
and is seeking funding for others. Two examples of
current efforts are a countywide safe routes to schools
program and an initiative to build the East Bay
Greenway and complete other countywide trails. As
well, Alameda CTCwas a partner in the national
Active Transportation Campaign, created to support a
program to provide large investments in bicycling and
walking that would shift people from driving to

E O piking, walking and transit.

As a result of this campaign, in 2010 the Active
Community Transportation Act was introduced in the
House of Representatives to crede a $2 billion

xt fedErSI { ?n%)%rtgtmn bill.

5w eoorormwi ?dto rovlegrantso 25
million” to $f‘g lion to dozens oq communities
nationwide for projects and programs that would

? N T%ogram ars %31[5 of th?

increase bicycling and walking. To po sition itself to
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compete for funding, Alameda County developed an
Active Transportation Plan detailing how a possible
$50 million in new funding could make a substantial
impact on bicycling and walking in the county. The
plan established three priorities: promote access to
transit; connect communities with urban greenways;
and develop promotional and educational campaigns
to encourage bicycling and walking. The goals from
the Active Transportation Plan were incorporated into
thD U wx goelazUd 1 w? DBEWRO0E6QBP» wET E
After a new Congresswas elected in the fall 2010, the
Active Community Transportation Act was not re-
introduced, making it very unlikely that this program
will be included in the next federal transportation bill

Suggestion

3 Alameda CTC could develop guidelines for
EOOEUEUDOT w?i 1 EOUT wbOxEEU
large-scale transportation plans and projects. These
assessments, analogous to environmental impact
assessments, would evaluate impacts on conditions
related to public h ealth and to bicycling such as
injuries and fatalities, air pollutant exposure and
premature mortality, greenhouse gas emissions,

and traffic -related noise and stress.

Transportation plans

Local bicycle and pedestrian master plans

Because they have authoity over most land within
their boundaries, local jurisdictions plan, design and
construct the majority of bicycle capital projects. In
Alameda County, these jurisdictions include 14 cities
and the County, which administers the
unincorporated areas. All 15 jurisdictions support
nonmotorized transportation through the goals and
policies of the circulation element of their general
plan. In addition, most of the jurisdictions have
prepared bicycle master plansto provide more
specificity to the information in their circulation
element related to nonmotorized transportation. Some
of the jurisdictions have stand -alone bicycle plans
while others have combined bicycle/pedestrian plans.

Table 3.3 below summarizes the local bicycle (and/or

pedestrian) plans in Alamed a County, as indicated by

the year in which the plan was, or is expected to be,
adopted. All jurisdictions except Piedmont have an
adopted or in-progress bicycle plan (either stand-alone
or combined). The final section of this chapter, further
below, outli nes the most common challenges
encountered by local jurisdictions in implementing
their bicycle plans and, more generally, in improving
the environment for users of nonmotorized
transportation.

x Ul UK
Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan
and Transportation Expenditure Plan

The Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP) is a
long-range policy document that guides decisions and

EUUPEUOEUI UwUT 1T wYyPUDOOWI OUWOT I

w ESYSIET- U 85 iPAYES SUidesdgrisiertnaling and,
perhaps most importantly, establishes priorities for
capital projects and programs, and strategic initiatives.
The CWTP was last updated in 2012, slightly ahead of
the Countywide Bicycle Plan update; this latest CWTP
has a horizon year of 2040.

The updated CWTP provide d the foundation for a
Transportation Expenditure Plan (TEP)outlin ing
nearly $7.8 billion in transportation projects that

would be implemented over the next 30 years if the

" OUOUaz Uwl -BebtWdled X faniraBspdrtation
is augmented and extended in November 2012 by the
voters. Under the TEP, over 8% of net revenue from
the sales taxwould be dedicated to bicycle and
pedestrian projects and programs. The TEP would
fund, or contribute towards funding:

3 Completion and maintenance of the three major
trails in Alameda County| the Iron Horse Tralil,
Bay Trail and East Bay Greenway| and of local
connectors and access routes.

jurisdictions, based on their share of population,
for bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs.
Emphasis will be on completing high -priority
projects in local bicycle and pedestrian master
plans but the jurisdictions will be expected to also
implement projects from the Countywide Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plans.

#DUI ECOWRO®BUU? wi UOEDOT wUOOwWOIT 1
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Table 3.3 | Local bicycle and pedestrian plans (with year of adoption)

Jurisdiction

Bicycle plan

Pedestrian plan

North planning area

Alameda (city)

2010

2009

Albany

2012*

Berkeley

2005

2010

Emeryville

2012*

Oakland

2007

2002

Piedmont

Central planning area

Alameda County (uninc. areas)

2012*

Hayward

2007

San Leandro

2010*

South planning area

Fremont

2012

2007

Newark

Expected in 2012*

Union City

2006

East planning area

Dublin

2007

Livermore

2001

Pleasanton

2010*

Total (adopted + underway)

13 +1

* Combined bicycle and pedestrian plan

3

ol

Competitive grants to local jurisdictions and other
eligible agencies for such purposes as
implementing projects in the Countywide Bicycle
and Pedestrian plans and in community -based
transportation plans; bicycling education and
training; trail maintenance; and projects that
improve bicycling and walking access to schools.
The funds will also be used to hire a countywide
bicycle and pedestrian coordinator.

In addition, bicycle projects would be funded
through two other TEP programs: local streets and
roads, and sustainable transportation and land use
linkages.

Alameda Countywide Transportation Plan:
http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/795

10 +1

Regional Bicycle Plan

In 2009, MTC, the regional transportation planning

agency for the Bay Area, updated its Regional Bicycle

Plan for the San FranciscoBay Area. Among other

things, the plan upd ated the regional bikeway

network, one of the purposes of which is to focus

, 3" z UwUx 1 OE mpivhitpizie faditiek that

serve regional trips. All the congestion management

agencies in the Bay Area, including Alameda CTC,

were surveyed to determine needed updates to each
EOUOUazUwxOUUPOOWOT wlOT T wUITH
regional bikeway network | both existing and

proposed segmenty extends approximately 2,140

miles. That figure includes 348 miles in Alameda

County, which is for the most partth | w? | POEOEDE C


http://www.alamedactc.org/app_pages/view/795
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outlined in the 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan. At the
time of the Regional Bicycle Plan update, a total of 161
miles, or 46% of the Alameda County total, had been
built or was fully funded a nd awaiting development
within the county. The updated plan estimated the

cost to complete the regional bikeway network in
Alameda County at $166 million.

o Regional Bicycle Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area:
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/MTC_Regi
onal_Bicycle_Plan_Update_FINAL.pdf

Regional Transportation Plan

Just as the Countywide Transportation Plan
incorporates the priorities of loc al jurisdictions, the
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) incorporates
priority projects and programs from the nine counties
that make up the Bay Area, and establishes the
funding priorities for the region. MTC is in the process
of updating the RTP, which w ill have a horizon year of
2040. The updated RTP will be different from
previous versions in that the new plan will incorporate
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the Bay
Area. The SCS is a statenandated effort to meet GHG
emission reduction targets through transportation and
land use actions that reduce the number of vehicle
miles traveled.

The SCS/RTP adopted 15 performance targets against
which to evaluate various long -range transportation
and land use scenarios. Three of these targets
especally concern bicycling. They are: (i) Reduce by
50% the number of injuries and fatalities from all
collisions; (ii) Increase the average daily time biking
per person for transportation by 70%; and (iii) Increase
the non-auto mode share by 26%.The preferred
scenario was approved in May 2012, and the final
SCS/RTP is due for adoption in April 2013.

o Website for the Bay Area’s SCS:
http://www.onebayarea.org

Community-based transportation plans

In 2002, MTC launched its Community -Based
Transportation Planning program. The goal of the
program is to engage low-income Bay Area
communities in identifying barriers to mobility, and

u? ¥vBIAENG EptionstamiBettiBg priait®s t6)dvedodriew
these barriers. Community -based transportation plans
(CBTPs) are developed through a collaborative
planning process that involves residents, community -
and faith -based organizations, local agencies, transit
operators, county CMAs and MTC. A CBTP contains a
demographic analysis of the area; a list of prioritized
transportation gaps and barriers; strategies or
solutions to address identified gaps; and a list of
potential funding sources for implementation. Five
CBTPs have been completed in AlamedaCounty:
West Alameda (city), Central and East Oakland, South
and West Berkeley, Central Alameda and West
Oakland.

Given the broad goal of CBTPs to improve mobility for
low -income, senior, youth and disabled populations,
transit and paratransit have been a strong emphasis of
these plans. In addition, each of the Alameda County
CBTPs contains recommendednonmotorized
transportation projects and programs. These plans are
typically focused on access to transit and key
community facilities. As for all transportation projects,
implementatio n of the CBTPs contends with limited
funding. Furthermore, implementing these projects
also requires coordination among several parties, such
as jurisdictions and transit operators, which creates
additional challenges to completing projects.

o  MTC’s Community-Based Transportation Planning
program: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/cbtp

Suggestion

3 Alameda CTC should support implementation of
the bicycle projects in the CBTPs byincorporating
them into the prior ities of this plan.

Other policies and practices

Congestion Management Program,
deficiency plans and countywide
transportation model

State law requires that congestion management
agencies develop and update a Congestion
Management Program (CMP) for monito ring and
improving the designated transportation network. In



http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/MTC_Regional_Bicycle_Plan_Update_FINAL.pdf
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/MTC_Regional_Bicycle_Plan_Update_FINAL.pdf
http://www.onebayarea.org/
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/cbtp
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Alameda County, Alameda CTC prepares the CMP for
a network of 232 miles of freeways, highways and
arterials. The CMP legislation requires a certain
minimum level -of-service on all CMP routes.

In addition to monitoring and guiding improvements
for the countywide roadway network, the Alameda
County CMP encourages the use of travel demand
management (TDM) strategies (including bicycle -
related programs). TDM strategies are intended to
support mobilit y, improve air quality and meet land
use and economic objectives in the CMP. Local
jurisdictions are responsible for adopting site design
guidelines that will improve bicycle, pedestrian and
transit access, and for implementing capital
improvements to red uce traffic congestion and vehicle
emissions. Alameda CTC monitors their compliance
with these requirements.

Five “community-based transportation
plans” have been completed in Alameda
County: West Alameda (city), Central and
East Oakland, South and West Berkeley,
Central Alameda and West Oakland.

CTC requires local jurisdictions to prepare deficiency
plans for segments of the CMP roadway network that
do not meet adopted level-of-service (LOS) standards.
Deficiency plans provide an opportunity to ana lyze
the causes of congestion and identify alternative
solutions to restore LOS. As part of the deficiency
plans, local governments may include and prioritize
system-wide and non -capital strategies for relieving
congestion, including public transit and non motorized
transportation improvements, and travel demand
management measures.

Despite this flexibility, meeting the CMP LOS
requirements can be challenging as the need to reduce
traffic congestion may not always easily accommodate
other transportation mode s (where the right-of-way is
constrained) and mitigation measures designed for
drivers can degrade conditions for bicyclists when

only | ocalized improvements are made.

In this context, a new option was added to the 2011
CMP update to allow local jurisdicti ons to develop
area-wide deficiency plans. The goal is to allow an
analysis of, and improvements to, system-wide LOS
involving all modes, for a larger geographic area. This

will provide added flexibility to address all modes in
the LOS performance.

Suggestions

3 Investigate developing and applying a multi -modal
approach to measuring or addressing LOS that
meets consistent objectives, and could be tailored
to apply to different areas of the county.

3 Encourage and support improved long -term
coordination between transportation and land use
decisions by local jurisdictions along CMP routes.

3 Review and develop options for harmonizing
policies for infill development areas, or Priority
Development Areas, and the CMP requirements.

3 Overlay the CMP network on the vision bicycle
network to determine overlapping segments where
TDM strategies, transit and bicycle projects, and
system-wide and non -capital strategies could be
prioritized for maintaining LOS standards.

Alameda CTC maintains a countywide transportation
demand model to determine future demand for
transportation facilities and services. The model is
used to analyze the impacts of development projects
on the transportation system. The model inputs are
based on sociedemographic data supplied by ABAG
at the census tact level, which are then disaggregated

with review by local jurisdictions. In addition to
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bicycle and pedestrian trips in a given area. Recently,
MTC has developed a more comprehensive travel
demand model that estimates multi -modal trips,
including bicycle (and pedestrian) trips.

Suggestions

3 When the Alameda Countywide travel demand
model is next updated, it could be modified to
enhance the prediction of future bicycle trips. This
feature would help identify and prioritize areas
and corridors where nonmotorized transportation
improvements are most needed.

3 As an alternative, Alameda CTC could consider
developing a simple and less expensive
spreadsheetsketch model of bicycle demand
forecasting.

3 As an approach to developing a better internal
understanding of the countywide travel demand
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projects, Alameda CTC could lead, in collaboration
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with a local jurisdic tion, a road diet study, or other
study, possibly along a CMP network segment. The
goal would be to develop specific
recommendations to improve the model and LOS
standards.

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA )
requires that project-sponsoring public agencies
evaluate and disclose the potential environmental
impacts of their development projects. Due to
requirements to mitigate traffic congestion and
address air quality, CEQA sometimes results in the
degradation of conditions for bicyclists when roadway
changes are made to improve automobile level of
service (LOS). An example of a mitigation measure to
reduce auto traffic impacts could be to widen
intersections or add traffic lanes. These measures
could reduce traffic congestion while making streets
less bicycle-friendly. With its focus on reducing traffic
congestion by preserving capacity for cars, CEQA can
also make it hard to implement higher -density, infill
and other types of smart growth developments, as
well asremoval of car travel lanesto allow room for
bike facilities, such as bike lanes and traffic calming
measures.

To resolve some of the LOSrelated issues, a number of
jurisdictions have adopted flexible automobile LOS
standards. San Jose and Yuba @y, for example, accept
a lower LOS in their downtown; the City of Chico
allows a lower LOS in built -out areas served by

transit; and Sacramento County allows lower LOS
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auto traffic, traffic speeds, peak-hour and average
daily traffic volumes, ease of crossing the street and
the ease of exiting driveways.
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2009 revised the CEQA guidelines in several ways
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bias toward reducing traffic congestion:

3 The old guidelines asked if the project caused an
increase in auto traffic compared to existing traffic;
the new guidelines ask if the project conflicts with
an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the entire circulation system.

3 Instead of asking if the project exceeds a LOS
established by the county congestion management
agency, the new guidelines ask if the project
EOOI OPEUUwWPDUT WEOW?ExxOPEEEOI
management program, including but not limited to
LOS and travel demand measures, or other
UUEOEEUEUG»

3 The new guidelines no longer consider inadequate
parking capacity as a potential impact.

Lastly, the process to obtain CEQA clearance can be

lengthy and expensive, which adds to the cost of a

xUOxOUI EwxUONI EU8w( OxOI OI OUEUD
bicycle plan, for example, was frozen for four years,

until mid -2010, when opponents sued over the
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uncertainty among local jurisdictions about the level

of environmental clearance needed for bicycle plans.

This uncertainty might discourage some jurisdictions

from pursuing robus t or controversial bicycle projects

so as to avoid a burdensome CEQA scenario.

Suggestions

3 Alameda CTC could help local jurisdictions
overcome CEQA-related obstacles to the
implementation of bicycle projects by providing
technical assistance and/or countywide best
practices on:

3 The level of environmental review
recommended for different types of bicycle
plans and projects.

3 Alternatives to automobile LOS thresholds.
~ 3 Trip-generation methodologies appropriate for
E O U O Erha §réwih89&IpmeRpidetts.
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3 Ways to streamline the CEQA review process
or even to exempt some projects outright.
3 Thresholds of significance for bicycle projects.
3 Although most CEQA -related policies would need
to be adopted by local jurisdictions, by developing
these tools, best practices and guilelines, Alameda
CTC can assist local jurisdictions with defining
how CEQA can be implemented without
degrading, and possibly even improving, the
bicycle environment.

Highway Design Manual

The Highway Design Manual (HDM), developed by
Caltrans, establishes both mandatory and advisory
standards for the design of state highways in

aspects of roadway design, including geometries,
intersections and interchanges, pavement, drainage
and noise abatement. Chapter 1000 covers the
planning and design of all bikeway facilities except for
Class Il bicycle lanes, for which guidance is
distributed throughout the manual .

Because the manual is concerned withstate routeq
which primarily serve drivers | it overlooks many
issues related to the design of bicycle facilities and of
complete streets. As a result, its standards and
guidelines are not always appropriate for local streets
and roads, especially those where bicycling is
encouraged. Nevertheless, many local jurisdictions
follow the HDM when designing their roadways. This
could be because localagency staff do not realize that
they may deviate from the HDM (except for the
bikeway and trail design guidance in Chapter 1000)or
are not familiar with alternative roadway design
manuals.

o Highway Design Manual:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm

Suggestions

3 Alameda CTC could develop design guidance for
local streets and roads or promote existing
alternative design standards and guidelines.

3 Work with Caltrans to educate local-agency staff
on opportunities to deviate from the HDM for the
design of local roadways.

J Educate local jurisdictions on the relevance ofthe
HDM to local streets and roads and on its

Implementation Action Plan (discussed in an
earlier section).

California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices

The Manual on Uniform Traffic Cont rol Devices
(MUTCD) is a document published by the Federal
Highway Administration specifying standards for the
design, installation and use of traffic signs, signals and
road-surface markings. The MUTCD was last updated
in December 2009. California uses is own version of
the manual, which conforms substantially to the
federal MUTCD. Caltrans updat ed the California
MUTCD to incorporate the 2009 federal MUTCD in
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The new California MUTCD incorporate d a number of
improvements related to bicycle signage and
markings. Some of the moresignificant changes to the
manual are listed below.

3 Required warning school signs to be fluorescent
yellow -green
3 No longer mandated signing along bike lanes
3 Included O pw?! POl Uw, Ea w4 Ul wwnUOC
3 Included new shared-lane marking to denote the
recommend location for cyclists in a traffic lane
3 Included a new combined bicycle/pedestrian
warning sign

o Federal Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices:
http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009/pdf_index.htm

o California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca
_mutcd2012.htm

Suggestion

3 Alameda CTC could work with the local
jurisdictions to promote the development of new
infrastructure designs not included in the
California MUTCD, by supporting local
experimentation with new devices and
infrastructure, modeled on the federal program.
This could include financial incentives and
technical assistance. Alameda CTC could begin the
process by identifying, and focusing on, the types
of issues that are not being addressed well with
current infrastructure options.


http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm
http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/pdfs/2009/pdf_index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd2012.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/mutcdsupp/ca_mutcd2012.htm
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Issues identified by local
jurisdictions

As mentioned earlier, most bicycle capital projects in
Alameda County, and many support programs, are
implemented by the 15 local jurisdictions (the County
and 14 cities). With this in mind, the questionnaire
administered to lo cal agencies as part of the data
gathering effort to update the Countywide Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plans asked staff to identify the challenges
they most commonly encounter in implementing
projects and, more generally, in improving the
environment for users of nonmotorized

transportation. The three implementation challenges
OOUUWEOOOOOO0aWEDPUT EWEUWE w?
inadequate funding (mentioned as a major obstacle by
eight jurisdictions); (ii) shortage or absence of trained
staff (mentioned by five ); and, (iii) conflicts with other
public agencies (also mentioned by five). At the
October 2010 meeting of the Alameda County Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plans Working Group, attended by
representatives from agencies throughout the county,
members were asked © elaborate on each of the three
obstacles. Below is a summary of this discussion and
some suggested ways to address the obstacles.

The three challenges most commonly cited
as a “major obstacle” to the implementation
of bicycle facilities were inadequate funding,
shortage or absence of trained staff, and
conflicts with other public agencies.

Inadequate funding

A lack of funding for staffing and for implementation

of capital projects and programs is inhibiting the
development of bicycling and walking improve ments.
Funding is especially limited now due to budgetary
cutbacks at public agencies. Many projects for
nonmotorized transportation in capital improvement
programs are unfunded or only partially funded.
Jurisdictions with dedicated bicycle or pedestrian
planners need funding for engineering staff to design
funded projects (in other Words to make them
dedicated staff also tend to lack funding for capital
projects because they do not have the staff resouces to
apply for grant funds. All jurisdictions lack adequate
funding to maintain their bicycle and pedestrian

facilities. This has a ripple effect, discouraging
agencies from constructing new facilities so as not to
add to their maintenance burden.

As afunding agency, Alameda CTC is committed to
helping local jurisdictions obtain funds for bicycle
projects. Key reasons why Alameda CTC developed
this plan include advocating for increased funding,
prioritizing projects so as to invest its funds more
effectively and positioning projects to compete more
strongly for other sources of funding.

Suggestion

3 Create a countywide fund for local maintenance

Shortage or absence of trained staff

Only two jurisdictions represented in the discussion |
Berkeley and Oakland| have full -time bicycle or
pedestrian staff. In all other jurisdictions, these duties
are assumed by planners or engineers with many
other responsibilities, some of whic h might be a higher
priority. In jurisdictions where the bicycle or

pedestrian coordinator is a planner, design and project
management staff is in short supply; where the
coordinator duties are held by an engineer, long-range
planning and grant -writing can be bottlenecks. Some
grant opportunities require extensive staff time to
prepare applications; this is onerous for all
jurisdictions but makes it especially difficult for

smaller agencies to compete for funding.

Often there are insufficient staff resources to deliver
funded projects. Project grants above approximately
$1 million tend to justify the hiring of staff for
implementation but smaller grants generally do not.
Even when funds are available, many local
jurisdictions are unable to hire staff or even interns,
due to hiring freezes or budget concerns. At the same
time, hiring and managing consultants is time -
consuming for staff.

Suggestions

staffing rather than for projects.
3 Provide training and other tech nical assistance on
nonmotorized transportation to engineering staff
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as a way to compensate for the shortage of
dedicated bicycle planners.

J For large-scale, multi-jurisdictional projects,
Alameda CTC could be the project lead, as it has
done for some capital highway and corridor
projects and for the East Bay Greenway.

Conflicts with other public agencies

(OwUOO! WEUI EUOWEWNUUPUEPEUDOOZUWET U0wOxxOUUUOPUDPT Uwi OUw
new bicycle facilities are on rights-of-way| such as

canals, creeks highways and railroad corridors |

controlled by other agencies. However, such projects

tend to be much more challenging to implement than

projects on property owned or controlled by the

jurisdiction. This is usually because of limited staff

resources to deal with multiple responsible agencies

(which reinforces the previously mentioned concern of

a shortage or absence of trained staff). As a result,

some good project opportunities tend not to be

prioritized or even pursued. In particular, projects that

need federal environmental clearance require specially

trained staff, which many agencies do not have, or

consultants; either way, the requirements increase a

xUONI EUZUWEOOxOI RPUAWEBOEWEOUUUS

Suggestions

3 Provide training or other technical assistance to
local-agency staff on inter-agency coordination.

J In addition to being the project lead for large -scale
multi -jurisdictional projects (mentioned above),
Alameda CTC could serve as an inter-agency
facilitator or moderator for smaller -scale projects.

3 Work with local Caltran s staff to pro-actively
improve bicycling (walking) conditions along
Caltrans at-grade highways.






4 | VISION AND GOALS

Bicycling in Alameda County in 2040

Alameda County will be a community that
inspires people of all ages and abilities to bicycle
for everyday transportation, recreation and
health, with an extensive network of safe,
convenient and interconnected facilities linked
to transit and other major destinations.

also other agencies, avocates and local jurisdictions
in the county.

The vision for 2040

The vision statement (above) is an ambitious yet
achievable description of what bicycling in Alameda
County could be like by 2040, roughly 30 years after
adoption of this plan. The vision statement for the
2006 Plan, while brief, incorporated the concept of
bicycling as a safe and viable form of transportation
integrated with other modes and the importance of
multi -jurisdictional coordination in implementing
bicycle projects. The updated vision statement retains
most of these conepts, while also simplifying the
statement and making it more parallel to the
Pedestrian Plan vision statement. Attaining the vision
will require a strong and sustained commitment of
finances and resources by not only Alameda CTC but

Goals and strategies

This chapter also defines a set of five goals andmore
than 40 strategiesto guide the actions and decisions of
Alameda CTC in implementing the plan and, more
generally, in supporting bi cycling in the county. The
goals are broad statements of purpose meant to
support realization of the vision. They provide
guidance to Alameda CTC and set the overall
directions on the general areas in which the agency
should concentrate its efforts related to bicycling .

Under each goal is a set of more specific and detailed
strategieq 42 in total| that should enable Alameda
CTC, and the county, to attain that goal. The strategies
serve as the basis forcountywide funding priorities

and specific actionsO w OU ® P w (Hevelopetdeater,
in the chapters on countywide priorities and
implementation; as such, they are the bridge between
the general goals and implementable actions.

Together, the goals andstrategies generally define the
roles and responsibilities of Alameda CTC| and, to a
lesser extent, of other agencies and organizations in

implementing the Bicycle Plan. This plan also

ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE PLAN
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establisheseight performance measures that will be
used to monitor progress toward attaining the plan
goals. These performance meaures are discussed in
Ul 1T w?-1RUOwW201 xU» weT ExUI UB

This plan acknowledges the goals and strategiesfrom

the 2006 Countywide Bicycle Plan as its starting point,
rather than starting from scratch (the strategies were
EEOCOI Ew? OENI EUDPVYIThe2008p0m0uU T 1
established a vision and five goals to guide the actions
and decisionsof OEOI EEw" 3" z UwxUI EI
to support bicycling in the county. In summary, the

goals were to, (1) establish a countywide bicycle

network; (2) integrate bicyclin g in transportation plans
and projects; (3) encourage bicycling for

transportation; (4) improve bicycling safety; and, (5)
maximize the use of resources toward implementation

Ol wOT 1T wx OEO8 w( Owl 1 Olrdlaled®d OwU |
decisions and priorities since 2006 have been guided

by these broad, overarching goals.

This chapter also defines a set of five goals
and more than 40 strategies to guide the
actions and decisions of Alameda CTC in
implementing the plan and, more generally,
in supporting bicycling in the county.

This plan updates the policy framework from the 2006
plan to reflect data and insights gathered from the
P$RPUUDOT w" OOCEDPUD O ORIanauE OE w

CTC relies heavily on the cooperation of other
agencieg especially Caltrans, the County, the cities,
various special districts, and bicycling advocateq to
accomplish the goals and strategiesoutlined here. It is
these agencies and entities, rather thanAlameda CTC,
that are primarily responsible for planning, designing
and constructing bicycle facilities and for carrying out
support programs. For this reason, the goals and
¥itrétbgiesirQie ®iycle Plan are meant to support
those adopted by other relevant agencies and are not
E 1 likite@tb avdad dvePwhich Alameda CTC has
jurisdiction. This approach recognizes that other
agencies play a critical role in implementing the

W |

The goals, listed below, are organized into five
thematic areas. The goals mirror thosein the updated
@dtimtywiGeE RegdeStuak Mdb, s appropriate, as a way
to stress the complementarity and synergies between
the two plans.

Goal areas

Infrastructure and design

Safety, education and enforcement
Encouragement and promotion
Planning

Funding and implementation

PSYEOUEUDPOOWOI w
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reaffirms the original policy frame work but refines it

in two main ways. First, the goals have been
reorganized in ways that parallel those in the updated
Countywide Pedestrian Plan, to stress the
complementarity and synergies between the two

plans. Second, the goals andstrategieswere upd ated
to reflect recent policy changes affecting the practice of
bicycle planning (these policy changes include recent
efforts to promote active transportation and public
health, and to address climate change).

Together, the goalsand strategiesdefine Alam eda

CTCz UwUOO! wESEwWUI UxOOUPEDOD
Bicycle Plan. Alameda CTC influences bicycling in the
county in many ways: th rough funding decisions for

all transportation projects, by allocating funds for

bicycle projects, via policy decisions, by providing
technical assistance and also by coordinating the

efforts of local jurisdictions. Nevertheless, Alameda

Create and maintain a safe, convenient, well-
designed and continuous countywide bicycle
network, with finer-grained connections around
transit and other major activity centers.

1.1 Designate a  countywide network of
appropriate bicycle facilities on routes and
important corridors that serve transit stations
and stops, employment and commercial
centers, colleges and universities, regional
parks and other key destinations, and that

conpect cities . within, the _coun i z}nd to
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1.2 Support the design and construction of bicycle
facilities that serve a broad range of travel
purposes, income levels, abilities and
experience levels, including school-aged
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children, families, seniors, recreational riders
and commuters.

1.3

Provide funding and technical assistance to
local jurisdictions for the implementation of
bicycle projects of countywide significance
that create continuous facilities and eliminate
major physical barriers or impediments.

1.4

Collaborate with and promote coordination
among Caltrans and local agencies to
implement facilities on the countywide bicycle
network.

15

Promote a network of multi-use urban
pathways by supporting construction of the
East Bay Greenway and completion of the San
Francisco Bay Trail, the Iron Horse Trail and
other paved inter-jurisdictional trails that
connect and serve populated areas.

1.6

Encourage and support the construction of
“complete streets” throughout Alameda
County that incorporate best practices in
bicycle design and minimize conflicts between
bicyclists and other travel modes.

1.7

Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt policies,
guidelines, standards and regulations that
result in bicycle-friendly communities, and,
where applicable, transit-oriented land use
development, and provide them with technical
assistance and resources to do so.

1.8

Encourage and fund transit operators to
improve bikeways to stations and stops in
collaboration with local jurisdictions, to meet
current and future demand for bicycle parking
at stations and to maximize opportunities for
on-board bicycle access.

1.9

Support improving the state of the practice of
bicycle infrastructure design so that all
transportation facilities are well-designed and
standardized, as appropriate, including by
encouraging local agencies to develop and
follow bicycle design guidelines and amend
local ordinances as appropriate to reflect
them.

110 Provide technical assistance to local
jurisdictions on bicycle parking best practices;
and encourage them to install parking to meet
current and future demand, and to require it
as part of new developments.

111 Support and encourage the development of
effective, coordinated bicycle wayfinding
signage systems that are seamless across
jurisdictional boundaries.

112 Support local jurisdictions in testing and
installing innovative design treatments that
tackle bicycling safety and convenience issues
not addressed in standard guidelines.

113 Continue to provide training programs,
resources and technical tools for city and
county staff on bicycle planning and

engineering best practices.

- Safety, education and enforcement

Improve bicycle safety through engineering,
education and enforcement, with the aim of reducing
the number of bicycle injuries and fatalities, even as
the number of people bicycling increases.

21 Collect and analyze data on traffic collisions
involving bicyclists to determine trends, rates,
hot spots and impacted communities, and use
this information to guide planning and funding
decisions to focus on areas and communities
with the greatest need.
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2.2 Provide funding for bicycle projects that
address safety deficiencies in those areas with
the highest collision rates.

2.3 Provide technical assistance and other tools to
local jurisdictions for selecting priority areas
for bicycle safety and security improvements,
and planning and designing safer streets and
facilities.

2.4 Support and encourage efforts by state,
County and local agencies to adopt and
enforce laws that aim to protect bicyclists
from collisions with motor vehicles.

2.5 Continue to support the delivery of effective
bicycle safety education programs throughout
the county for a variety of audiences, including
youth, drivers and pedestrians.

2.6 Support the expansion of the countywide Safe
Routes to Schools program to every
elementary and middle school in the county
and to high schools, and encourage local
school districts and jurisdictions to implement
projects, activities and events that promote
bicycling to school among both students and
staff.

® Encouragement and promotion

Support programs that encourage people to
bicycle for everyday transportation and health,
including as a way to replace car trips, with the aim
of raising the percentage of trips made by
bicycling.

31  Work with all levels of public agencies, non-
profits and advocacy groups to implement
effective encouragement programs, such as
Bike to Work Day, that promote bicycling as a
safe and convenient form of transportation
among a broad range of potential users,
including children, people with disabilities and
seniors.

3.2 Enhance public awareness of bicycling as a
physically active form of transportation that
improves individual and public health, and also
as an environmentally sustainable

transportation option that can help Alameda
County and its jurisdictions meet their
greenhouse gas reduction goals.

3.3 Promote the integration of bicycling into
broader countywide transportation demand
management programs and serve as a
resource to employers on promotional
information and resources related to biking to
work.

3.4 Support efforts to establish bicycle-sharing
programs in Alameda County, building on the
experience of Bay Area and national programs.

~ Planning

Integrate bicycling needs into transportation
planning activities, and support local planning
efforts to encourage and increase bicycling.

4.1 Ensure that all local jurisdictions have a current
bicycle master plan by providing adequate
countywide funding.

4.2 Incorporate bicycling needs into Alameda CTC
plans, studies and projects, as appropriate, and























































































































































